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Executive Summary

Chapter 1 Introduction

This chapter sets out the scope the report andideevan outline of each chapter.
Specifically, the report conducts a literature eswion gambling and Indigenous people,
examines the extent to which gambling problems ratated to experience of other
negative life events (stressors), and identifies ifdependent correlates of reported
gambling problems among the Indigenous populatibwstralia by jurisdiction and
remoteness.

Chapter 2 Demographic, socioeconomic and social profilehef indigenous population

Key demographic, socioeconomic and social indisator the Indigenous population
indicate a high level of disadvantage within thelig@nous, compared with the non-
Indigenous, population.

These statistics also reveal significant diversitycircumstances between states and
territories and between people living in remotesusrnon-remote areas.

Specifically, all socioeconomic indicators for Igdnous people shows a clear increasing
trend in disadvantage when moving from major citteeemote and very remote localities.

The variation is significant because there is atersible variation between jurisdictions in
the proportion of the population living in remotedavery remote localities. Indigenous
people make up 30% of the Northern Territory’s dapan and the Northern Territory
also has the highest proportion of the total Ind@es population living in remote and very
remote locations (approximately 12%).

This imbalance has a direct bearing on the dememdservice provision, but is also likely
to affect the vulnerability of the population totentially problematic activities, such as
gambling.

Chapter 3 Literature review: Gambling and Indigenous Austiab

Indigenous gambling: Card games pre 1985

The literature review suggested that gambling watsam activity that Indigenous people
participated in traditionally. From all accountsusmed, Indigenous Elders (i.e. initiated
men or men of high degree) viewed gambling (andradt) as a danger to Indigenous Law.

As early as the 1950s in central Australia, gangpblias beginning to displace Indigenous
ceremony and ritual as a community activity (BerddiBerndt, 1946-47; Tonkinson,
1974).

The card games prior to self-determination, by #arge, given by one of the only

Indigenous accounts (i.e. Dodd & Vaughn, 1985)idaids that gambling was an activity
played by families or when relatives visited and\waa enjoyable social interaction, where
winners redistributed money back to losers to stalie game.

Anthropological research conducted during the 1286s tended to emphasise the positive
aspects of gambling by Indigenous people. Spetificgambling was viewed as a form of
hunting and gathering with men playing higher stagames and women playing smaller
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stake games (though more regularly) respectivelynm{@n, 1985; Goodale, 1987). The
redistributive function of gambling was highlightbg these studies.

Other anthropological studies noted significantaieg social outcomes associated with
gambling. For example, Martin (1993), researchingai north Queensland Aboriginal

community in the mid 1980s, noted that nearly ainings from male gamblers were used
to buy alcohol or to travel (e.g. by charteringlang) to a town to buy alcohol. Martin

identifies a redistribution of money from the wom@vho were primarily responsible for

feeding and nurturing of children), to men, andrfroon-drinkers to drinkers.

Furthermore, Hunter (1993), McKnight (2002), and nkdm and Spargo (1988) in
contextualising gambling within broader communitpgesses noted that problems were
more common where alcohol was a significant proldlethe community.

Indigenous gambling post 1985: Regulated and unregulated gambling

Research in the 1990s in NSW, Victoria, Queensland,the Northern Territory indicated
that Indigenous people were engaging in regulateths of gambling more heavily,
mostly on horse race betting (TAB) and EGMs (Bratl998; Dickerson et al., 1996;
Foote, 1996; Holden, Dickerson, Boreham, HarleytHégan, 1996; McMillen & Togni,

2000; Phillips, 2003).

This research suggests that increased accessibilityegulated forms of gambling,

particularly EGMs, is a cause for concern. Whegulated gambling was made available
to people in remote settings, these opportunitiesewaken up, with one study finding
mean EGM expenditure as high as 20% of income.

The literature reviewed supported the notion timaigenous people are going through a
transition from participating in unregulated gamgli(i.e. card games) to more regular
participation in regulated forms of gambling (E&GMSs).

Unregulated gambling (i.e. card games) are stifjdly perceived as being less problematic
than regulated gambling, due to the redistributiuaction, although there is some
evidence to suggest that large winning from carthag are being spent outside the
community (i.e. not necessarily of food and essésjtiand in some instances nearly all
larger winning are spent by men on alcohol (McDdreatd Wombo, 2006; Phillips, 2003;
Martin, 1993).

The literature makes clear that gambling causesifgigntly more problems within the
Indigenous population compared with the non-Indagenpopulation. Problems include
lack of money for essentials, children not beingedafor adequately (i.e. physically
through poor nutrition and emotionally through lamknurturing), increased family and
community tensions (particularly between gamblensl aon-gamblers), and the more
indirect opportunity cost of lowered engagementtimer productive activities.

Chapter 4 Correlates of gambling related problems within thdigenous Population of

Australia

The factor analyses of the Negative Life Eventsl&S¢BILES) indicated that gambling
problems situated with other events of social aession including witness to violence,
abuse and violent crime, alcohol and drug relatethlpms, and having trouble with the
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police. This finding was consistent for the rematied non-remote analyses for the
Indigenous population.

» Significantly, the same pattern of associationsuoed for the general population as the
Indigenous population, so gambling problems fathw this domain (social transgression
and breakdown) for the entire population and is spécific to Indigenous or non-
Indigenous people.

» There is substantial variation in reported gamblipgbblems by jurisdiction and
remoteness for the Indigenous population. The NG, &hd SA have highest reported
gambling problems while WA had the lowest estimates

Reported gambling problems by jurisdiction and reaness for the Indigenous population

2002 NATSISs! 2004/5 NATSIHS?

Remote Non-remote Total Remote Non-remote Total

% (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)
Western Australia  13.2 (2.9) 36(1.2) 8.1(1.5) 10.1(2.1) 12.3(3.5) 11.1(2.0)
New South Wales 8.7 (2.3) 10.3(1.3) 10.2(1.2) 0 (6.0) 11.1 (1.6) 10.8 (1.5)
Victoria - 13.3(1.6) 13.3(1.6) - 8.3(1.5) 81K
Queensland 37.1 (10.7) 10.7 (1.6) 17.4(2.9) B 12.3(1.7) 14.0(1.5)
South Australia 19.3(5.4) 16.5(2.3) 17.2(2.2) 21.3 (3.5) 14.1(2.1) 15.8(1.8)
Northern Territory  31.9 (4.1) 11.4 (2.9) 28.4 (1.4) 27.5(3.1) 8.3)2 24.5 (2.6)
ACT/Tasmania - 79(1.1) 7.9(11) - - 8.4(1.4)
Australia 26.4(3.2) 10.2(0.7) 14.6 (1.0) 19.4 (1.6) 11.2(0.8) 135(0.7)

1 NATSISS estimates sourced from Australian Bureai&tatistics publications (data cubes), exceptAQT/Tasmania
which were derived from the NATSISS CURF accessedhaaABS RADL.
2 NATSIHS estimates obtained from a customised rialiah Bureau of Statistics tables

» Estimates of reported gambling problems were algaifcantly higher (three to four
times) amongst the Indigenous population livingpam-remote regions, compared with the
general population.

* Respondents living in remote regions in all jurgsidns except NSW reported more
gambling problems than people living in non-remeigions.

» The significant correlates of reported gamblingpems for the Indigenous population fall
under six domains: a) regional, b) demographic ¢kbold structure and crowding, and
gender), c¢) socioeconomic (household/personal iecand cash flow problems), d) social
networks (attendance and participation in social aaoltural activities), e) social and
community safety (youth gang problems, alcohol f@ols, physical assault problems for
remote and family violence and theft and breakforsnon-remote), and f) health (self-
reported health).

* Indigenous people living in remote areas reporiulging problems were higher in more
crowded households, lower for people with a lame lielephone (more a measure of
socioeconomic status for Indigenous people in renmareas), higher for people who
participated/attended in community activities, $imgr events and carnivals, for people
attending a funeral. Reported gambling problemsevadso more common where people
reported community youth gang problems, alcoholblenms and physical assault
problems. Lastly, people who had been a victimhoéatened or physical violence reported
more gambling problems.

» For Indigenous people living in non-remote areas)dles and people living in households
where all residents were Indigenous reported marebding problems, as did people that
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were renting or purchasing their home. Gamblingbfmms were higher for people on
higher personal income and those living in housghah the upper household income
quintile. Being involved in an Indigenous organisatand attending sporting events was
associated with more gambling problems. People wleatified community problems
(theft and break-ins and family violence) repomeare gambling problems.

Socioeconomic factors were less important in renaseas compared with non-remote
regions for the Indigenous population. For exampiejvidual income and household
income were independently associated with gamigiadplems in non-remote regions for
the 2002 and 2004/5 Indigenous surveys respectilsalynot for the remote analysis.

Participation in social and cultural activities wa®re important for people living in
remote areas, but was still independently corrdlatiéh gambling problems in non-remote
areas with participation in these activities asstecl with higher levels of reported
gambling problems.

Socioeconomic variables were more important indhalyses of the general population
with the variables household income, education@irahent and tenure type all having
independent associations with reported gamblinglpros.

Participation in social and cultural events wergn#icant factors for the general
population as with the Indigenous population, higjtiting the social nature of gambling as
an activity or form of entertainment.

Chapter 5 Discussion and conclusions

Reducing gambling-related harm

These findings illustrate that gambling is closabd to a range of social domains and
environmental domains that need to be considerednwtonsidering harm-reduction
strategies. In other words, simply considering darghbas an isolated phenomenon that is
causal of social problems is somewhat limited axadcurate.

Harm reduction strategies, to be effective, maydrteanclude these broader contexts. For
example, the finding that crowded households erpead more gambling-related
problems suggests that a reduction in crowding @aal turn lead to a reduction in
gambling problems.

In  addition, the association between gambling @il and social
breakdown/transgression suggest that gamblingectlatarm could be reduced through
initiatives aimed at promoting community cohesion avellbeing.

The association between gambling problems anddittgror participating in community
events and activities would suggest that placesevpeople meet socially would be good
places to promote awareness about the harms assbwaieth gambling. Additionally, there
appears to be a need to create more public edacaticounding gambling problems
which would help to alleviate any stigma associateith acknowledging personal
gambling problems.

The following table summarises variables that shibwe significant independent
association with reported gambling problems forltidigenous population, and strategies
that need to be considered when developing polioga@ at reducing harm associated with
gambling.
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Table Correlates of gambling problems and policy implimas for reducing gambling related harm

Significant independent
correlates

Policy implications

Multi-family households

Crowded housing increasesdhance of someone being affected by another
persons gambling. High levels of overcrowding imoée communities may
undermine other efforts to reduce gambling reldizan.

Income

Improving employment and educational outeemill increase disposable income,
lessen time available for gambling, and improveviddial ability to make an
informed choice. Differences in the associatiomieen income and gambling
problems in remote and non-remote areas may rediffegent policy approaches
for public health messages.

Social connectedness
(participation and
attendance at
social/cultural events)

Places where people gather provide good exposuisfamation and posters on
gambling related harm and availability of counsgjlservices, and also raise
awareness about harm associated with gambling.

Community problems and
victim of physical or
threatened violence

Community cohesion and wellbeing programs and imgugolicing of
communities, while improving safety may also inseéhe community’s capacity
to manage problems associated with gambling.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Purpose of report

The 2004-2008\ational Framework on Problem Gamblimgentified four priority areas for
research. These were (1) prevention, (2) earlyryaetdgion and continuing support, (3)
building effective partnerships, and (4) natioresaarch and evaluation.

The current report provides a nationwide assesswietiite correlates of reported gambling
problems amongst the Indigenbusopulation. More specifically, it advances Gamgplin
Research Australia’s fourth priority research drga

1. conducting a literature review on gambling and dredious people,

2. examining the extent to which gambling problems ratated to experience of other
negative life events (stressors), and

3. identifying the independent correlates of repogambling problems.

In a general sense then, the current researchcpagaceptualises the ‘problem of gambling’
rather than the ‘individual problem gambler’. Thigproach concentrates on the problems and
other lifestyle issues faced by Indigenous peoplerisure interventions are as holistic as
possible rather than dealing with one small partaaiore widespread predicament. The
perspective presented here acknowledges that thal,seconomic, cultural, and geographic
contexts that Indigenous people operate in, indeatl‘frame’ gambling behaviour, need to
be addressed from a substantive perspective (igeratanding gambling ethnographically),
but also a policy perspective (i.e. developing appate regulation and interventions). Within
this framework the project will specifically invegate the contextual factors that are
associated with variations in the level of gamblietated problems across the Australian
Indigenous population.

Therefore, the project broadly falls under the Gébjective four:national research and data
collection - to inform the implementation and fentldevelopment of the national framework
and its strategie$GRA, 2004). Given this content, the project sfieaily contributes to the
National Gambling Research Programsearch priority sixto research patterns of gambling
and consider strategies for harm reduction in spedommunities and populations, such as
Indigenous, rural, remote or culturally and lingtically diverse communities, young people
or older peopldGRA, 2004).

1.2 Outline of the report

Chapter 2presents a summary of the demographic and socgioeuo characteristics of the
Indigenous population. The Chapter consists of etheections: demographic profile,
socioeconomic characteristics, and law and jusssees. The chapter sources data primarily
from Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) publicats. This chapter provides important
contextual information which provides a foundation the discussion in Chapter 5 which
discusses the findings of the literature reviewg@br 3) and empirical analysis (Chapter 4).

Chapter 3summarises literature from the past 70 yearsdntify common themes associated
with the introduction of gambling into the Indigarsopopulation as well as the extent of our
current knowledge about gambling and gambling-eelgiroblems amongst this population.

! Indigenous refers to Aboriginal and Torres Stralamder people of Australia. However, Aboriginalused
when summarising articles that used this terminglog
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The review is presented in two sections that bgoadirrespond to phases in Australian
Indigenous policy. The first examines literaturenfr pre 1985 while the second examines
more contemporary research.

Chapter 4first presents an overview of the ABS module knasgnthe Negative Life Events
Scale (NLES) which contains the item “reported glamgbproblems”. Second, an empirical
analysis of the NLES through a factor analysis fifies how reported gambling problems
situate relative to other negative life events .(algohol or drug problems, witness to
violence, trouble with police, chronic disability¥y conducted. Third, estimates of reported
gambling problems by remoteness for each state tamitory are presented. Lastly,
multivariable adjusted logistic regression modéast tdisplay explanatory variables showing
an independent correlation with reported gamblimgblems for both the Indigenous and
general populations are presented. These empaicyses are based on @02 National
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social SurvéMATSISS), the2004/5 National
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Health Surv@yATSIHS), and the2002 and 2006
General Social Survey(&SS).

Chapter 5 discusses the findings from the empirical analysexking reference to the

background information provided in Chapter 2 (demapyic and socioeconomic profile of
Indigenous people) and Chapter 3 (literature revigwndigenous people and gambling).
Specifically it discusses (1) estimates of repogadbling problems by state and territory
and remoteness, (2) gambling problems relationshipeasures of health and wellbeing, (3)
independent correlates of reported gambling problef®) limitations to the analyses, (5)
policy strategies to reduce gambling related hamad, (6) areas for further research.
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Chapter 2: Demographic, Social and Economic Profile of the Australian
I ndigenous Population

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents demographic and social itaigafor the Australian Indigenous
population. Comparisons are presented with thd tmtanon-Indigenous population where
available. The Chapter consists of three sectiois2) demographic profile, (2.3)
socioeconomic characteristics and (2.4) law andicgisssues. The chapter sources data
primarily from Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABPublications and, unless otherwise
stated, data pertains to Census counts of popnlatlich are lower than estimated usual
residence population counts (Australian Bureau witiSics, 2007c). The purpose of the
Chapter is to provide a comprehensive descriptioth@ demographic, social and economic
conditions of Indigenous people, as it is theseadtaristics that will be explored for their
independent correlations with reported gamblingbfmms identified in Chapter 4. The
current Chapter thus contextualises the gamblirgifip analysis which is the primary focus
of the current report.

2.2 Demographic profile
2.2.1 Population size and composition

Australia’s Indigenous population has been increpsapidly since census counts were first
collected by the ABS in the 1971 Census of Popaiaind Housing. In 2001, the census
population count was approximately 420,000 and ihatkased to 455,000 in 2006 (Figure
2.1).
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Figure 2.1 Population increase from 1986 to 2006. ABS cen$ygp®pulation and housing
Source(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008) Cat. No 3.01

The Indigenous population is considerably youngantthe non-Indigenous population. The
median age for the Indigenous population is 21 gjeewmpared with non-Indigenous of 37
years (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008). S@8&c of the Indigenous population is
under 15 years, compared with 19% for the non-klogis population.

Indigenous gambling 3



2.2.2 Population distribution

The geographic distribution of the Indigenous papah differs from that of non-Indigenous
Australians, in that a much larger proportion & thdigenous population lives in rural and
remote locations across Australia (see below andtrAlian Bureau of Statistics, 2008).
Figure 2.2 maps the distribution of Indigenous peoacross Australia with each dot
representing 100 people. The highest concentratbtise Indigenous population occur down
the east coast of Australia, though a significamhber of people living in very remote parts
of Australia, particularly in the North Queenslahthrthern Territory and Western Australia.
Figure 2.3 displays the remoteness of areas fotréliess as defined by the ABS Australian
Standard Geographical Classification Remoteneagctate (Australian Bureau of Statistics
2008). The remoteness areas provide an indicatigreople’s access to services based on
distance to nearest larger cities. Comparing Figie and 2.3 it is clear that a larger
proportion of the Indigenous population have a nlionged access to goods and services.
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Figure 2.2 Distribution of the Indigenous population (ERPj)ass Australia, 2006
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No 4713.0
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The geographic dispersal of the Indigenous poparats also reflected in the differing
population proportions for each state and terrifg@ge Table 2.1). The Northern Territory has
by far the highest proportion of Indigenous pecgle80% (far right column of Table 2.1).
Surprisingly Tasmania (3.5%) had the next higheastp@rtion Indigenous, followed by
Queensland (3.3%) and Western Australia (3.0%). él@n, these figures are relative to the
distribution of the non-Indigenous population.Hétdistribution of the Indigenous population
as a total of the Indigenous population is examirileein a different picture emerges. In this
context, New South Wales contains the highest ptapoof Indigenous population out of the
total Indigenous population (30%), followed by Qu&land (28%), Western Australia (13%)
and the Northern Territory (12%). These figuresdatk the Indigenous population is highly
spatially dispersed, far more so then the more iapatoncentrated non-Indigenous
population.

Table 2.1 Indigenous and non-Indigenous populatifar states and territories

Proportion of

population
Indigenous Non-Indigenous Total? Indigenous
State/Territory no. % no. %. no. %
New South Wales 138,507 30.4 6,019,395 33.0 61549 2.1
Victoria 30,143 6.6 4,636,251 25.4 4,932,422 0.6
Queensland 127,580 28.0 3,552,043 194 3,904,532 3.3
South Australia 25,556 5.6 1,419,464 7.8 1,518,33 1.7
Western Australia 58,710 12.9 1,773,047 9.7 168D 3.0
Tasmania 16,768 3.7 436,810 2.4 476,481 35
Northern Territory 53,661 11.8 122,734 0.7 192,900 27.8
Australian Capital Territory 3,875 0.9 305,136 1.7 324,036 1.2
Australia 455,028 100.0 18,266,813 100.0 19,855,287 2.3

1 Place of enumeration census population counts
2 Total includes “not stated” responses on theueferm
Source’ABS, 2007, Cat. No. 4705.0

The proportional distribution of the Indigenous ambn-Indigenous population by
state/territory and remoteness is presented ineTald. This distribution clearly differs from
that of the non-Indigenous population, with 24%lmadigenous people living in remote and
very remote areas compared with less than 2% afidhelndigenous population. Maps of the
distribution for the Indigenous and non-Indigenpogpulation by jurisdiction and remoteness
provided in Figures 2.4 and 2.5 (i.e. a visual espntation of the data in Table 2.2). Darker
shades represent regions with a high percentatieedbtal population for the Indigenous and
non-Indigenous populations.

The largest share of the remote and very remotgéndus population is located in the
Northern Territory (9.5%, followed by Queensland3@6), and Western Australia (5.4%),
which together accounts for 21% of the remote/vergote Indigenous population. However,
around 50% the total Indigenous population liveean-remote locations along the east coast
of NSW and Queensland.
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Table 2.2 Proportional distribution of the Indigenous and+ndigenous populations by remoteness
and jurisdiction, 2006

I ndigenous Non-Indigenous
Across Within Across Within
regions region regions region
State/Territory Remoteness no. % % no. % %
New South Wales  Major city 59,263 13.1 42.9 4,330, 24.0 72.9
Inner & outer regional 71,753 15.8 52.0 1,602,605 8.8 26.7
Remote/very remote 7,040 1.6 51 27,486 0.2 0.5
NSW total 138,056 30.5 100.0 6,010,568 33.0 100.0
Victoria Major city 14,771 3.3 49.1 3,453,909 18.9 74.6
Inner & outer regional 15,246 3.4 50.7 1,172,183 6.4 25.3
Remote/very remote 39 0.0 0.1 4,415 0.0 0.1
Victoria total 30,056 6.6 100.0 4,630,507 25.4  1000.
Queensland Major city 36,380 8.0 28.6 2,167,037 .911 61.2
Inner & outer regional 62,368 13.8 49.1 1,285,780 7.1 36.3
Remote/very remote 28,325 6.3 22.3 88,231 0.5 2.5
QLD total 127,073 28.0 100.0 3,541,048 194 100.0
South Australia Major city 12,443 2.7 48.9 1,082,5 5.7 73.2
Inner & outer regional 8,266 1.8 325 330,660 1.823.3
Remote/very remote 4,757 1.0 18.7 48,979 0.3 3.5
SA total 25,466 5.6 100.0 1,417,140 7.8 100.0
Western Australia  Major city 20,585 4.5 35.2 1,522 7.1 73.1
Inner & outer regional 13,544 3.0 23.2 384,321 1 2. 21.7
Remote/very remote 24,346 54 41.6 90,656 0.5 5.1
WA total 58,475 12.9 100.0 1,767,599 9.7 100.0
Tasmania Major city 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Inner & outer regional 16,128 3.6 96.4 427,225 3 2. 98.0
Remote/very remote 600 0.1 3.6 8,735 0.0 2.0
Tasmania total 16,728 3.7 100.0 435,960 2.4 100.0
Northern Territory Major city 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Inner & outer regional 10,456 2.3 19.5 85,712 0.570.7
Remote/very remote 43,037 9.5 80.5 35,440 0.2 329
NT total 53,493 11.8 100.0 121,152 0.7 100.0
Australian Capital Major city 3,843 0.8 99.9 304,051 1.7 99.8
Territory Inner & outer regional 3 0.0 0.1 467 0.0 0.2
Remote/very remote 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
ACT total 3,846 0.8 100.0 304,518 1.7 100.0
Australia Major city 147,285 325 325 12,635,597 69.3 69.3
Inner & outer regional 197,764 43.6 43.6 5,288,953 29.0 29.0
Remote/very remote 108,144 239 23.9 303,942 17 1.7
Australia total 453,193 100.0 100.0 18,228,492 100.0 100.0
Source2006 Census\BS customised CDATA table online accessed 10 Neve208 Place of enumeration counts
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Figure 2.4 Distribution of the Indigenous population by jutigtion and remoteness, 2006
Source2006 Census\BS customised CDATA table online accessed 10 Neve208 Place of enumeration counts
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2.2.3 Population mobility

Population mobility plays in important role in tesnof access to goods and services,
including the ability of remote populations to agsegambling opportunities in urban
centres. Between the 2001 and 2006 an increasimiper of Indigenous people moved to
major cities and inner regional areas as showngarg 2.6. This phenomenon, known as
urban drift, has been occurring for some yearsughorecent evidence suggests it is
increasing at a faster rate for the Indigenous @egpwith the non-Indigenous population
(Taylor, 1996). This shift consists predominantlyraligenous people aged under 40 years
moving from remote and very remote locations ts kesnote locations (Australian Bureau
of Statistics, 2008).

L L L L
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Inrer Regional - -----------------—---~—---~—-—--—- - O ---e

Outer Regional |- - - - --------------—~—-“~-———-~———— - oce
Remote - ------------- - -0
VeryRemote - ---- - -~ - - - o] ® Movement In
O Movement Out
0 2400 4800 7200 9600 12000

no.
Figure 2.6 Indigenous movements in and out of remoteness d&ma the 2001 to 2006 census
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

2.2.4 Household composition and crowding

Figure 2.7 highlights the household type by remessnfor the Indigenous population.
There is a strong trend towards a higher proportdnmulti-family households as

remoteness increases, with just under 20% of haldeim very remote areas consisting of
multifamily households. Indigenous households wals five times more likely to be

multi-family households compared with householdshwio Indigenous people in them
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008).

Multi-family
m Group

154

10+

Major Inner Ourter Remote Very
Cities Regijonal Regional Remcte

Figure 2.7 Household types by remoteness for Indigenous hmlde
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

Levels of crowding are also considerably highdnisigenous households, which is mostly
a result of the increased number of dependents flesn 15 years) on average per
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household. Overall, Indigenous households aver@gegdersons per house, compared with
2.5 for non-Indigenous households. The average eumbdependents per household for
Indigenous households is 1.1 compared with 0.5nftm-Indigenous households. Figure
2.8 highlights the difference in trends in housdhaiowding between the Indigenous and
non-Indigenous populations. Indigenous househo#le ran average of 3.1 persons per
household in major cities rising to 4.9 persons Ipgusehold in very remote regions, a
level that reflects the serious shortage of housmgemote areas of Australia (Bailie,

2007).

6 Indigenous households
m Other households

5. I I . . —
0- I I I I

Major Inner Outer Remote Very
Cities Regional Regional Remote

Figure 2.8 Average persons per household by remoteness arsghold Indigenous status
Source ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

The levels of crowding for the Indigenous populatlyy remoteness also reflected in the
percentage of households requiring an extra bedrbased on the Canadian National
Occupancy Standard, a measure based on the alilabibedrooms for usual residents
(Figure 2.9). Over 40% of Indigenous householdgeiry remote locations required at least
one extra bedroom and this decreases to 22% fartecaneas, 13% of outer regional, and
to less than 10% in inner regional and major citiese percentage of non-Indigenous
households requiring an extra bedroom was steadyng between 2% and 4%.

7% Indigenous householdsic)

50 q B Other households
40
30+
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10
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Major Cities Inrer COuter Remote Very Remote
Regional Regional

Figure 2.9 Percentage of households requiring an extra bedrmp remoteness and Indigenous
status
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

2.2.5 Demographic profile summary

The Indigenous population has a younger populdhian non-Indigenous Australians with
median age for Indigenous people, 21 years compaitd37 years for non-Indigenous
Australians. Thirty-eight percent of the Indigenqapulation is under 15 years of age.
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New South Wales contains the largest share of id@genous population, with around

30% of the population followed by Queensland wi8¥%2 The Northern Territory has the

largest share of the indigenous population livingeamote and very remote regions, with
12% of the total Indigenous population living iresle regions in the Northern Territory.

Approximately one quarter of Indigenous people liveemote or very remote locations,

compared with less than 2% for non-Indigenous Alisins. Over the last few decades the
Indigenous population has exhibited urban drifthwncreasing numbers of younger (less
than 40 years) people moving into major cities amuer regional towns. Indigenous

people living in remote (to a lesser degree) angt vemote are exposed to high levels of
crowding with just under 20% of household in vegmote regions having two or more

families per house, compared with less than 5%ajontities and inner and outer regional
locations. Not surprisingly, crowding as measurgdaverage number of persons per
household is 4.9 in very remote regions and drogadt over 3 persons per household for
all other remoteness areas. Based on the Canadi@nill Occupancy Standard, just over
40% of houses located in very remote regions weéassified as requiring an extra

bedroom, dropping to 22% in remote areas, 13% terawgional and less than 10% in

major cities and inner regional areas.

2.3 Socioeconomic status
2.3.1. Education

Indigenous Australians have significantly lower@ahcompletion rates to years 10 and 12
than the non-Indigenous population, although tispatity was not present for 15-17 year
olds (Figure 2.10). In the 18-34 year old age bescless than half as many Indigenous
people completed year 12 compared with non-Indigenueople. However, as with the
demographic characteristics outlined in the previsection, there is considerable variation
across Australia (Figure 2.11). Year 10 completiese between 30 and 35% for all areas
other than very remote where they dropped to less 5%, a statistic that partly reflects
limited access to secondary schools (Bailie et28l02). Year 12 completion were highest
in major cities at just under 30%, then droppedust over 20% for inner and outer
regional areas, and fell further to only 16% anéolfdr remote and very remote areas
respectively.
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Figure 2.10 Highest year of schooling by age for Indigenouada-Indigenous people 15 years &

over
SourceABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0
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Figure 2.11 Highest year of schooling by remoteness for Indiges people 15 years and over
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

Non-school qualifications display a similar trend high school completion with a
declining percentage of the Indigenous populatemeiving a post-school qualification the
more remote Indigenous people live (Figure 2.1B).major cities just over 30% of
Indigenous people receive a post-school qualificatompared with just under 50% of
non-Indigenous people. This drops to a little 0¥@f6 for Indigenous people in very
remote areas (compared to 45% for non-Indigenoaplege
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Figure 2.12 Non-school qualification by remoteness and Indagenstatus (15 years and over)
SourceABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

2.3.2 Labour force participation

Labour force participation shows opposite trendsréayoteness for the Indigenous and
non-Indigenous populations respectively (Figure.3.1In major cities, there is little
difference between Indigenous (59%) and non-Indigsen (63%) labour force
participation, but the gap widens as remoteneseases. Participation rates decrease for
Indigenous people as remoteness increases, whal®gposite trend is apparent for the
non-Indigenous population. In very remote regiommn-Indigenous labour force
participation is 79%, while for the Indigenous plgpion it is 50%.
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Figure 2.13 Labour force participation by remoteness and ledigis status (15 years and over)
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

Unemployment is between three and five times higimeongst the Indigenous population
compared with the non-Indigenous population (depgndn remoteness) (Figure 2.14). In
major cities unemployment is 15% and increases8tw117% for inner and outer regional
areas respectively. It then declines to 15% and i@4emote and very remote areas
respectively. The decrease in the unemploymentinatemote and very remote areas is
masked by the Community Development EmploymentdetdiCDEP) program in which
participants work for a minimal wage, with the rj contributing to a person’s ability to
move into the mainstream workforce (Department ahpyment and Workplace
Relations, 2008). In contrast, the non-Indigenausnployment rate was 5% across major
cities, inner and outer regional areas, and deedets 3% and 2% for remote and very
remote areas respectively.
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Figure 2.14 Unemployment rate by remoteness and Indigenousssa5 years and over)
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

2.3.3 Household and personal income

Figure 2.15 graphs mean equivalised household iecdar Indigenous and non-
Indigenous households. Indigenous households iromfies had a mean household
income of $539 per week compared with non-Indigenibouseholds of $779. The mean
income of Indigenous households decreased ste&dily major cities to very remote
regions, with a mean income of just $329 per week/éry remote regions. This contrasts
with an increase for non-Indigenous household nieeome in very remote areas of $812

Indigenous gambling 14



per week. The overall mean equivalised income ridigenous households ($460) is 38%
less than non-Indigenous households ($740) (Austr&ureau of Statistics, 2008).
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Figure 2.15 Mean equivalised household income by remotenes$iansehold Indigenous status
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

Another way of comparing the disparity between gedious and non-Indigenous
household income is to compare the distributiotndfgenous household income with that
of the quintile distribution for non-Iindigenous Isaolds (Figure 2.16). The lowest
income quintile contains the 20% bottom househatdoines for non-Indigenous
households. However, 45% of Indigenous househatsrf the lowest non-Indigenous
household income quintile. The highest income deirfor non-Indigenous households
contains only 5% of all Indigenous households. umsary, Indigenous households are
over-represented in lowest income households ad@rerepresented in the third, fourth
and highest non-Indigenous household income gestiAgain Indigenous household
income varies considerably by remoteness, with B8%ouseholds in the highest income
quintile living in major cities and around 12% iary remote regions. This compares with
80% of non-Indigenous household in from the highesbme quintile in major cities to
less than 2% living in remote very remote areass{ralian Bureau of Statistics, 2008).
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Figure 2.16 Mean equivalised household income quintiles angsébold Indigenous status
SourceABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

The percentage of Indigenous people in the higlmesdme quintile is mapped by
Indigenous areas in Figure 2.17. Indigenous arekhg@nerally have a minimum of 300
Indigenous people and generally align with Localv€ament Boundaries (Australian
Bureau of Statistics, 2006b). Very few Indigenotesaa have more than 10% of people in
the highest income quintile and the distributiorttegse people is heavily concentrated in
four or five clusters. Of significance, there idyoane Indigenous area in the whole of the
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Northern Territory where more than 10% of Indigen@eople are in the highest income
quintile.
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Figure 2.17 Percentage of Indigenous persons in an Indigeameswho are in the highest income
quintile
SourceABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

Personal income distribution for Indigenous and-hatigenous people follows a similar

pattern to household income by remoteness (Figuk8).2Non-Indigenous incomes are
high in the major cities (approximately $500 perewedecreasing slightly in inner and

outer regional, then increasing in remote and vergete regions to just over $600 per
week. In contrast, personal income for the Indigesnpopulation decreases steadily from
major cities (approximately $370 per week) to veeynote areas (just over $200 per
week). Disparities in personal income are largesuhemployed Indigenous people, with
full-time Indigenous workers earning $702 per weekmpared with $889 for non-

Indigenous workers, while for the income of unemphb Indigenous people was just over
$500 per week compared with non-Indigenous incomapproximately $700 per week

(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008).
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Figure 2.18 Mean personal income by remoteness for Indigeaadson-Indigenous households
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0
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2.3.4 Housing tenure

Indigenous households are more than twice as likefgnt compared with non-Indigenous
households. This increases significantly by remeden with 89% of Indigenous
households renting in very remote regions (Figui®y There is little difference between
owners with no mortgage and owners with a mortgadgedndigenous households in
major cities (27%) and inner (27%) and outer (26#gional locations. However this
proportion falls sharply for remote and very remobeiseholds (4%).
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Figure 2.19 Tenure type by remoteness for Indigenous household
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

2.3.5 Motor vehicle ownership

Access to a registered motor vehicle is not onlyjneasure of access to services for
Indigenous households, but it also represents ssumeaf socioeconomic status. Figure
2.20 graphs household motor vehicle access by mrass and shows that there is very
little variation for non-Indigenous households (apqmately 90%). However, while there
is little difference between Indigenous and nonidedous in major cities, inner and outer
regional (all about 80%), access to a motor veldelelines sharply in remote (69%) and
very remote (47%) locations for Indigenous housasol
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Figure 2.20 Registered motor vehicle access by remotenesinétigenous and non-Indigenous
households
Source’ABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

2.3.6 Language

Speaking an Indigenous language is mark of cultudehtity, but also has other
implications with regards to the access mainstreamices and employment opportunities.
Overall, 12% of the Indigenous population spokeAasstralian Indigenous language at
home, and 88% of these people lived in remote @&ng remote areas (Figure 2.21). Over
56% of Australian Indigenous language speakersl limehe Northern Territory, and out of
the total Northern Territory Indigenous populati®®% spoke an Indigenous language at
home (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008).

Major Cities | @
Inner Regional | @
Outer Regional | - - @
Remote | - ----------- .

VeryRemote | - ———----—---~---“---“-“-“--“--—-----—-—--------~- *

Figure 2.21 Percentage of Indigenous language speakers byeapss
SourceABS, 2008, Cat. No. 4713.0

2.3.7 Socioeconomic status summary

This section has highlighted the large disparitiest exist between the Indigenous and
non-Indigenous population. However, it has alsohlgited the significant diversity
within the Indigenous population with regards t@ieeconomic status. The significant
differences between the urban and very remote émdigs population observed for
measures such as highest educational attainmeat, 32 completion rates, housing
ownership, income and employment, are a refleaidmistorical processes, the geographic
distribution of economic activity, and structurahrbers to the access of services. In
addition to the socioeconomic gradient, languagkautture differ along the urban-remote
continuum, with Indigenous languages spoken by rtiae half the Indigenous population
living in very remote areas of Australia.
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2.4 Law and justice

Incarceration of Indigenous people occurs at sicgmitly higher rates than the non-
Indigenous population and is associated with a eanf) other social characteristics
including unemployment and low educational attaintr{@ustralian Bureau of Statistics,

2005a, 2005b). The Indigenous population has irmprsent rates more than ten times
higher than the non-Indigenous population as reftbin the imprisonment rate ratios by
jurisdiction presented in Figure 2.22. In 2004, timprisonment rate for Indigenous and
non-Indigenous people was 1,417 per 100,000 peocmiepared with 129 per 100,000

people respectively. The largest disparities in risgmment rates occur in Western
Australia, followed by South Australia and New SodVales. Tasmania has consistently
from 2002 to 2004 had the lowest disparities inrisgnment between Indigenous and
non-Indigenous people.
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Figure 2.22 Ratio of Indigenous to non-Indigenous imprisonnraie®, 2002-2004

(a) Indigenous imprisonment rate divided by the-fratigenous imprisonment rate, based on age stdisaar data.
(b) Excludes ACT prisoners held in NSW.

(c) Includes ACT prisoners held in ACT as well a&8TAprisoners held in NSW.

Source: (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008a). No. 4102.0

The high imprisonment rate for Indigenous peopleeiftected in data from the 2002
NATSISS, which indicated that around 16% of Indiges people had been arrested by the
police in the last 5 years (Figure 2.23). There ws@ssiderable jurisdictional variation as
well as variation by remoteness in several jurisoins. Consistent with the imprisonment
rates, Tasmania had the smallest percentage afjdndus people stating that they had
been arrested in the last 5 years (9%), while Westaistralia (22%) had the highest.
South Australia and Queensland had higher percemfindigenous people being arrested
in the last 5 years in remote areas, while the sipppdrend was present for the Northern
Territory.
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Figure 2.23 Indigenous people arrested by police in the lastdis by jurisdiction and remoteness
Source: (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008hj). No. 4714.1-9.55.001

Indigenous people are also more likely to be amiaif threatened or physical violence
than non-Indigenous people. Figure 2.24 shows timatpercentage of the Indigenous
population that had been a victim of threatenegtoysical violence in the last year for
Australia was just under one quarter of the poputatThe Northern Territory and New
South Wales were the only jurisdictions to disp&gnificant variation between remote
and non-remote areas, with the non-remote Indigepopulation being more likely to be
a victim of threatened or physical violence. Thgheist levels of being a victim of
threatened or physical violence occurred in the AB3%), followed by Victoria (30%)
and South Australia (29%). The Northern Territagarded the lowest rate at 17%.
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Figure 2.24 Victim of threatened or physical violence in thastl year by jurisdiction and

remoteness
Source: (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008hj. No. 4714.1-9.55.001

2.5 Summary

This chapter has presented a selection of key sitmmwographic and socioeconomic
indicators for the Indigenous population (and nodigenous population in some
instances). The statistics clearly show a highllefelisadvantage within the Indigenous,
compared with the non-Indigenous, population. Havevthe statistics also show
significant diversity in circumstances betweenesdaand territories and between people
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living in remote versus non-remote areas. Spedljicthere is a clear upward trend in
disadvantage for all socioeconomic indicators wt@mparing Indigenous people living in
major cities compared with those living in remotel aery remote localities. The variation
by remoteness is significant because there is dersile variation between jurisdictions
in the proportion of the population living in rereoand very remote localities. For
example, Indigenous people make up 30% of the MantiAerritory’s population and the
Northern Territory also has the highest proportidrits Indigenous population living in
remote and very remote locations (approximately 1ZPhis has a direct bearing on the
demands for service provision, but is also likety dffect the vulnerability of the
population to activities, such as gambling, that potentially problematic. The following
Chapter documents in detail the engagement ofritigénous population with gambling
over the past 70 years.
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Chapter 3: Literature Review: Gambling and Indigenous Australians

3.1 Chapter overview

This chapter summarises literature specific to dambby Australia’s Indigenous
population over the last 70 years. The review asted into two sections. The first
examines the literature prior to 1985, while theos®l section focuses on the period from
1985 to the present. This split broadly represants before and after self-determination,
which opened up new opportunities for Indigenousppe through their ability to access
the cash economy. The pre 1985 literature is setclonologically and highlights the
changing nature of unregulated gambling in the fofroard games from the 1930s. Also
included in Appendix 1 are three tables summarisihdjterature examined as part of the
review:

1. Indigenous and gambling specific

2. Indigenous specific and mentions gambling, butproharily about gambling (e.g.

health or social research where gambling mentioned)
3. Gambling specific and includes Indigenous, butindigenous specific.

3.2 Gambling and Indigenous Australians

Gambling can take on many forms along a continuwam fgames of skill to games of pure
chance. As made clear by Chapter 2, the Indigermysulation is by no means
homogenous within Australia, and significant diffleces exist in demographic
characteristics and socioeconomic status thatateflet only differences along the urban-
rural-remote gradient, but also diversity within ogeaphic regions. Given this
heterogeneity, it is important to recognise thatnping is likely to have different
meanings and differential impacts depending on eherAustralia it occurs and also in
relation to the type of gambling activity being ysa. It is difficult to pinpoint when and
how gambling became a part of the social fabritndfgenous Australians, although from
most accounts it was either learned by men workingcattle stations, or from Asian
immigrants during various gold rushes in Australiaistory.

It is convenient to separate the discussion ofigedous gambling’ (i.e. unregulated
gambling predominantly including card games) imio tparts, with the first section
dealing with literature on gambling from the 1940ugh to 1985. This section follows a
broadly chronological discussion based on the timeresearch was carried and reflects a
period of significant change for Indigenous Ausénas. The second section discusses more
recent research since the 1990s and includes tliteraon both remote and urban
populations. This broad separation of the liteeatiso reflects the significant changes in
Australian law which involved the gaining by Indigmis Australians of full citizenship
rights in the late 1960s and was followed by corenirchanges in policy approach from
assimilation to self-determination. A full list @he literature reviewed is provided in
Appendix 1.

3.3 Indigenous gambling: Card games pre 1985

There is limited research on gambling amongst keoys people in the first half of the
20" century, and in all the literature only one acdoby an Indigenous person of their
experience with gambling throughout this time (Daalid Vaughn, 1985). This is an
important consideration as accounts by non-Indigsmpeople are invariably influenced by
their own perceptions of both Aboriginal culturedagambling as an activity. The article
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illustrates some of the complexities involved inderstanding the need for Aboriginal

people to gamble and the risks that Indigenous Ipasgre willing to take when gambling

(i.e. playing cards). Reg Dodd was an Aboriginahnb@rn in 1906 in Queensland who
was interviewed in the 1980’s with an article progd recounting his experiences (Dodd
and Vaughn 1985). It is instructive to start witiquote from this anecdotal account given
by Reg Dodd.

It is nonsense to suggest w&boriginal people]were gamblers. We didn’t
have to gamble to get something off another perkomas at the end of the
1930’s that | first saw Aborigines gamble for twistf tobacco and half-
pennies.

(Dodd & Vaughn, 1985, p 47).

According to Dodd, by the late 1930s, while in thission settings, gamblers sat around
for hours on blankets gambling the small amountsnohey they had, with some card

games going for hours with winners sharing money \Wasers to ensure the continuation
of games, while catching up on gossip (Dodd andgitau1985). Card games played were
‘Cut em’ (like two up) and ‘Coon-can’. A lot of theomen and teenagers went to bingo,
mostly for socialising, but Dodd wondered what 1ght do to the teenagers in terms of
their future gambling. For most the risk of gamblseemed better than going without and
being hungry. That is, the opportunity to turn $##® a couple hundred dollars that could
be used to buy a fridge or television etc. for thmily had great attraction. Dodd and

Vaughn also discuss the neglect of children, beimises this with the breakdown of

Aboriginal culture and respect for the Elder, anevhiihe idea of electing someone doesn’t
work as it is not Aboriginal way. It allows outsidgo control and influence the people.

Many of our families are mess, especially youngsami¢h children and all.
The neglect is awful. Now we are exposed to altssof influences -
gambling included.

(Dodd & Vaughn, 1985, p48).

It is clear that this old Aboriginal man views thalance of consequences from gambling
more in the negative, though his memories fromtiimes with little money (before self-
determination) reflect community card games in aemmositive light. It is important to
note that this was when the Elders still had relspébin communities and before alcohol
became widely available to Aboriginal people.

Berndt and Berndt's (1946-47) description of caadngs in the Northern Territory during
the 1940s suggests card games were largely ubiguitodistribution, although they were
less prevalent amongst central Australian Aborigjiridhe games were viewed primarily as
a form of work and a means of making money. Monag seen by Indigenous people as a
way to gain independence from “white enslavementt gambling was the dream through
which this could happen. Card games were intergrete a form of agency which
Indigenous people had incorporated from the donjmaore powerful culture. However,
the games were concurrently viewed as detrimerdgabrigoing Indigenous cultural
practices, particularly given the intensity in wiigames were played at the expense of
other Indigenous activities (e.g. singing and dagyi Berndt and Berndt (1946-47) also
observed that in many card games kinship avoidaetgionships tended to take a
backseat to the card games and that for exampé&hesrsister and mother-in-law taboos
were ignored.
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Tonkinson (1974), in an anthropological study akatral Western Australian community,
noted that Aborigines learnt to play cards whileiing) on cattle stations in the 1950s,
although it was not until the late 1950s and ed®%0s before cards became a major
leisure-time activity. At this time money was aaaile through the payment of wages to
station workers, and later through social secuépefits. Games mostly occurred on the
return to the community of a station worker wherengy, clothing or other objects were
usually gambled. The playing of the card gamesotonesdegree fulfilled obligations and
responsibilities associated with kin, though momegstly ended up being spent in the
mission store. By the mid 1960s, a small minoritypeople had adopted gambling as a
major activity, and initiated men lamented that ang would sometimes interfere with
rituals and ceremony, an activity that was seetwhagefella” business that had no place in
the Dreamtime and was a threat to Aboriginal Lavhew talking with Aboriginal men,
Tonkinson (1974) found that many admitted to dmgkand gambling when they went to
town, but once back in their homeland, condemneti sitivities in retrospect as making
people’s heads “no good” and causing them to netiiea family and Law.

David McKnight, an anthropologist, visited Morniogt Island (located in the Gulf of
Carpentaria around the Queensland - Northern deyriiorder) several times from the late
1950s through to 2000, and writes about the satightegration caused by excessive
alcohol consumption. Due to the ubiquitousness ainlgling (cards), the book also
includes a section on gambling. As with the cenif&stern Australian community
discussed above, Aboriginal men working as stockieamt how to play various card
games (McKnight, 2002). Games were less conspicpaasto the 1970s which saw the
introduction of the canteen and money through welfaayments. The card games were
games of chance, although more savvy players tetwdbd the regular winners. He gives
no definitive reason for the games popularity, @lih he suggests that they may have
given individuals the opportunity to gain moneyhéy did not have the inclination or the
skills to gain employment, or when faced with them@énds of relatives for money,
individuals may have decided that it was too diffico hold onto their money and it was
easier to gamble with relatives in order to disper®ney. Winnings were nearly always
spent at the canteen on beer (if the games werbaiot) played for beer). Additionally,
distribution of money (or beer) this way meant ttedatives could not demand the money
back at a later date. This would have led to aecydhereby people lost money, were not
able to ask for it back, and therefore would havgamble again to try and win back the
money at a later date.

Card games (or card schools as they were knowrérgiyoccurred in the mornings, and
finished once the canteen opened in the afterndost games were played amongst close
relatives (kin), with men, women and children adircipating, although children only
played in low stakes games. In understanding p&opietivations for gambling McKnight
notes that the games accord “with the optimismusftér-gatherers”, in that people expect
to be successful when hunting or gathering bushl,femd they expect the same when
gambling. The demand sharing nature of Aboriginsdtems also meant that just as a
successful hunter is expected to be generous hatlbounty, so is the successful gambler.
Of particular significance, McKnight notes that thiging and sharing of hunter-gatherers
(i.e. food and some labour such as collecting foegvetc.) raised the standard of living of
the whole community, particularly so when peopledi in small camps with close kin.
However, within a larger community and now livirga money economy, where hunting
and gathering food is secondary to drinking and lgarg, indiscriminate sharing lowers
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the overall living standard. There was much illkifeg between gamblers (and drinkers)
and non-gamblers (and non-drinkers) of the same pamticularly when demands for
money were refused by the non-gamblers. Lastly, Mght reported that the community
was becoming two-tiered with the “squanderers” na side and the “savers” on the other,
which was also affecting kin relations. That isyesa (the minority) would borrow from
other savers in times of need and squanderers oolyddlemand of squanderers when they
had had a win in gambling. It should be noted thet example of the negative effects of
gambling was seriously exacerbated by excessivehalc use. Negative social
consequences associated with gambling identifiesltinight are listed in Box 1.

Box 1 Negative consequences of card playing on Morningglamd (McKnight, 2002)

e The significant amount of time spent playing cardeerds people away from more creative productive
activities (e.g. painting, dancing, carving, carfagcountry)

« Child neglect — e.g. young Mothers shutting theiah children in houses while they went gamblingg a
when young children did accompany their parentiéocard schools, all they learnt was how to gambl

* Money lost playing cards meant that children weryeheing fed adequately (based on visual obsenstio
and reports by health centre staff)

* Winnings nearly always were spent at the cantedoeen

* When a single person had a large win, it meanethesre a larger number of families that lost, legv
them little or no money for food and household eges for a week or more

« If the same household lost week after week, thesidas arose between and within households

e Gamblers often ‘humbugged’ non-gamblers for money when refused, this caused ill-feelings due to
the demand sharing nature of Aboriginal culture

[1]

Altman (1985) presented a case study of gamblingannArnhem Land Aboriginal
outstation with a primary focus on economic intetptions of why people gamble and the
ramifications of these activities. Two card gamemuhated.Buta was a game of chance
(an adding game that is fast and exciting). Anottemd gameKunt (like Rummy), is
slower and skill plays a significant pakunt was usually played when less money was
available or for leisure. Altman identified two B of gambling; as ‘leisure’ where small
amounts of coins are gambled, and ‘business’ whereh larger amounts of money are
gambled. Money was nearly always gambled from uneynment benefits and not from
the sale of arts and crafts. The role of gamblirmginwas also noted, as when individuals
or alliances win consistently it is attributed tambalk (a good luck charm). While
regarded as unfair, all gamblers were on the lagkfar such lucky charms. Large wins
are nearly always attributed to lucky charms whethes or imagined.

Altman described the strong anti-surplus ideologyagst the people at the outstation
which meant that excess money was often sharedadeg through gambling. Since 1979,
when unemployment benefits were introduced, garmgblad become more popular
(because of the excess cash not previously avajlaist this time social security payments
were bestowed inequitably across members livintheroutstation due to the ongoing roll-
out of payments to the Indigenous population. Garghtherefore performed a functional
role in redistribution of income.

Altman’s analysis examined the relationships betwesads and the productive subsistence
economy and a vibrant ceremonial system. All pedpfgroximately 30) living at the
outstation were related through the Aboriginal kipssystem. Older people never gambled
on this outstation and disapproved of it, statih@ttit interfered with hunting and
gathering, could lead to disputes and violence, @arakermined secular authority. That is,
cards disrupted traditional aspects of demand rspahrough kin lines, although new kin
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lines were being established for the purpose oftdjagn Altman did not find a correlation
between gambling and subsistence, although mopeit@is were involved with sharing of
cash associated with gambling and these could tieadolence if drinking bouts were
occurring concurrently with gambling, which waserarn the outstation setting.

Altman also noted that gambling could undermine dhéority of Elders. However, he
concluded, in what seems contradictory, that gamgbdlid not erode ritualistic functions
and contributed to the maintenance of local cultyeactices. Two further points
contextualise the conclusions by Altman. First, $iiedy was conducted at a time when
social security benefits were just being introdueedoss the Indigenous population. For
people living in remote areas this distribution v&igggered and unequal, so gambling
therefore allowed for some redistribution of thsks. Second, the time of study was 1979-
1980 and in subsequent visits in 1981, 1982 and3,19@mbling had declined in
popularity. Altman provides three possible readonshe subsequent decline in gambling:
(1) full roll-out of social security to people laag to a more equal distribution of money,
(2) increases in market commodity prices means $esplus money and a decline in
money from arts and crafts, and (3) the affecthef fundamentalist Christian movement
that swept Arnhem land in late 1981.

In a study published shorter after, Goodale (198@sents an account of the role of card
gambling in the Tiwi Islands north of Darwin (based a study conducted in 1980/81).
Two types of card games were observed, not in #nd game played, but the way they
were played. One was serious, while the other was formal and was about sharing
winning and continuing to play even though the antewf money gambled may have
been the same. Women were the more serious anthregamblers and were more likely
to perceive gambling as a form of work as evidertmethe quote from a young mother in
the opening paragraph of the article.

Oh my, card playing is HARExs it appears in the textyork! When | play, |
don’t hear my children cry for food. | don’t hean@| don’t see them. | think
only about the cards!

(Goodale, 1987, p6)

Men generally only participated in the big stakesngs (along with women) and rarely
participated in the leisure or play games (thougsé were still for money). Card games
were sometimes played by people to raise moneytherpurchase of their daily beer
allotment from the canteen. In fact, a game knoswirap (Beer up) was only ever played
with cans of beer. Gender distinction in Indigengasbling existed in other Indigenous
communities across Australia at the same time. iM&t©93) also found that men living in
the north Queensland Aboriginal community of Arukwere also much more likely to
spend the winnings from card games on alcohol anekrips to Weipa to buy alcohol or
occasionally material items such as fridges orifigrequipment. More card games were
observed at times when money came to the commaitttgr through income tax returns,
family allowance and welfare payments or incomesnfipaid work (at this time 30% of
20-60 year-olds were employed). The most intensg langest games occurred when
income tax returns were received with games hapioig of between $12 and $600, a
considerable amount of money in 1980. The gamesatlalv of the redistribution of
money across age groups, as the children as yaidg gears also participated in games
with the adults. In a follow-up study in 1987, Gatel was informed that Aboriginal
people from the Tiwi Islands rarely went to the Wiar casino, as they had their own card
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games in Darwin where they could gamble. This ismaportant point as a later study
discussed in the section below notes significaténadtince by Aboriginal people in the
Darwin casino in the mid 1990s and that this mdlgcea transition in the way Indigenous
people gamble (Foote, 1996).

Hunter (1993) and Hunter and Spargo (1988) workeédnsively in the Kimberley region
of Western Australia in the 1980s (a similar tinoethe studies by Altman (1985) and
Goodale (1987) in the Northern Territory). Theyntied three different card games, of
which two were chance based while the third game similar to Rummy and was a
mixture of skill and chance. Stakes in the card emmare typically larger closer to pay
periods and in most games drinking was not perdhitées drunken players would often
cause disruptions. Men tended to play only higlketagames, though women were the
more constant gamblers or, in the words of Hunted &pargo, the more “constant
investors” (Hunter and Spargo, 1988, p 669). Pyespecially men, sometimes used a
lucky charm known aprri across the Kimberley (a word of unknown etymolodidugh
this practice was frowned upon and seen as cheatiggining an unfair advantage. At the
time of the study, like the Altman study, pensioonies were the most reliable (and
generally larger than social security payments)dign of money into the community and
this placed pensioners at risk. However, in onernamty Hunter noted that pensioners
were only allowed to play among themselves whidhrdéd them some protection from
other community members taking the winnings awaynfthese vulnerable people.

Hunter and Spargo (1988) identify three forms ofjatere consequences arising from
gambling; physical, psychological and social. Pbgiksiconsequences mainly related to
poor nutrition which was viewed as an inevitableseruence of the greater living costs in
remote areas. This was exacerbated by the factl@batnutritional fast-foods are often

cheaper than healthier alternatives in these arddaster and Spargo noted that even
though card games circulated money within the conitputo some degree, larger

winnings were usually spent on capital or luxugms or on alcohol and not on essential
foods for daily living. In addition, the physicalydiene of houses was also affected in
households where gambling was common due to eabesativices such as power and
water being cut-off.

Psychological consequences of gambling mostlyedl&d increased anxiety levels among
gamblers compared with non-gamblers which was densd a result of the pestering (or
humbug) associated with losers requesting moneyn faither gamblers to continue
gambling. However, children also suffered when rtheimediate care-givers gambled
excessively through a lack of nutrition and emadiamurturing. While there usually was an
extended family of care-givers available to Abarai children to buffer this, these
additional care-givers are in nearly all instance®r-extended, and gambling further
concentrates the burden on these people. Theynatsd that children of heavy gamblers
often did not attend school and this was attribiited lack of sleep caused by the noise of
games going throughout the night. In addition,hé tchild attended school they often
lacked the money to buy lunch. In the words of leum@ind Spargo:

Thus, children of regular gamblers often are netgdc physically and
emotionally for variable periods. Wins on the pafttheir parents become
linked to the sudden appearance of luxury itemsd fand indulgence. From
long before the age that children can gamble, theng itself is associated
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powerfully with temporary (and frequently lavishglief from deprivation,
which acts in turn as a powerful reinforcer of gdimg itself
(Hunter and Spargo, 1988, p671)

Observations made by Martin (1993) provide somepstipfor these findings in the
context of Arukun, north Queensland, where amowfitbetween $100 and $200 from
women’s gambling were in some instances given tllrem. Furthermore, Martin (1993)
noted that gambling houses were often forced td games down after the occupants
became “tired of the incessant noise and dispusitiMartin, 1993, p130). Martin (1993)
also found that the card games most often opersépdrately from kin systems. For
example, avoidance relations were more often thainignored and with one player
commenting that “ways are changing”. Martin als@lgsed the distributive aspects of
card games more thoroughly than Altman (1985) anddale (1987) and found that that
distribution of cash through gambling in the bigrngs was on the average from women to
men and from non-drinkers to drinkers. The mairsoeafor this was that men rarely
distributed winnings back to women and most ofrttes’s winnings were spent on alcohol
or the process of obtaining it (e.g. charter flgght long taxi rides). As with the Northern
Territory studies of cards in the 1980s, Martinasothat women (and men to a lesser
extent) expressed notions that they were gambbnget food for subsistence or to raise
money for something. However, Martin goes on ttiaally assess this assertion and notes
“that Wik men and women did use gambling as a mé&ansising relatively large sums of
money for specific projects, but a considerable @mhoof my field data shows that
whatever rationales people may have offered far tpgmbling, playing cards for money
with its excitement, sociability and stimulation svan end in itself for many players”
(Martin, 1993, p137). In terms of causes, Marti®93) associates the increase of
gambling with an increase in the population livingthe community. He contended that
increased population increases the stresses betwearoups and individuals, and that
card games allow for the relaxation of avoidanciesuand kinship obligation for the
duration of the game.

From the literature just reviewed it is clear thanix of effects are being produced out of
the card games that occurred throughout this tismne beneficial (e.g. social time
together for families and relieving boredom, ragsiarger amounts of money when access
to resources was limited) and others detrimenta). (eicreased family and community
tensions, emotional and physical neglect of childneeakening of Indigenous kinship
relationships). It is clear from the literature imved thus far that card games do not exist
independently of broader social and community odsteand that some broader
community contexts are more important than othefsow they may mediate the effect of
gambling. The most clear example of this is whereommunity was experiencing
significant alcohol related problems then gamblieigted problems were exacerbated (e.g.
Hunter and Spargo, 1988; McKnight, 2001, Martin93p It is also clear that Indigenous
gambling has gone through considerable change dhou the first three-quarters of the
20" century and that significant policy changes inltteer part of the century are likely to
contribute to how Indigenous people interact widm@ling as an activity in the last 20-30
years. Specifically, changes that are likely to aetpon Indigenous people’s experience of
gambling are the policy of self-determination thave Indigenous people access to greater
sums of money and allowed freedom of choice in hiogy spent that money, and the
significant expansion of the gambling industry thigh both the opening up of casinos in
all capital cities and the spread of PUbTAB and EGkto community venues across
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Australia. The second part of this review turnsaitention to these more recent trends, and
to the burgeoning number of studies on Aborigiredge and gambling.

3.4 Indigenous gambling and regulated gambling: The last 20 years

As with the previous section, there have been eeraévstudies that have looked
specifically at gambling within the Indigenous ptaion. Since the 1990s, gambling-
specific studies have been carried out in NSW (Ajwoal Health & Medical Research
Council of NSW, 2007; Dickerson et al., 1996), drea (Cultural Perspectives Pty Ltd,
2005), Queensland (Australian Institute of GambRegsearch, 1996; Holden et al., 1996),
and the Northern Territory (Foote, 1996; McDonald\&mbo, 2006; McMillen & Togni,
2000; Young et al., 2007; Young, Morris, Barnegv®hs, & Paterson, 2006). For the
other states and territories there is some puldisihéormation on gambling by the
Indigenous population and this will be referredmioere appropriate. The general picture
emerging from these studies is that Indigenous lpeape more likely to be regular
gamblers than their non-Indigenous counterpartsadsw have a preference for electronic
gaming machines (EGMs) or pokies, and that gambiiogs cause significant problems
for individuals, families and communities (AborigirHealth & Medical Research Council
of NSW, 2007; Young et al., 2007; Dickerson et 8896). The remainder of this section
outlines the key findings of the most significarittbese studies conducted in different
geographic contexts throughout Australia (i.e. NSWg, QIld and the NT) with an
emphasis on the social outcomes associated withblgagm

3.4.1 NSW

Table 3.1 summarises the differences between ttigdnous and non-Indigenous samples
of the 1995 NSW study carried out by Dickersonle{1096). While the Dickerson et al.
study was not a random sample of Indigenous petipdesample was considered broadly
representative, and adequate for an exploratogysiuto Indigenous gambling patterns.
Comparisons of the Indigenous and non-Indigenouspka indicate Indigenous people
were 1.5 times more likely to be regular gamblérd énd 1.9 times for males and females
respectively), more likely to have a preferenceE@M play, 1.5 times more likely to have
a family member with an excessive gambling prob{dwb times for males and 10 times
for females), more likely to be classified as aljafgle pathological gambler by the South
Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS), and spent more thaim&8 the amount of money per
week on gambling compared with the non-Indigena@use.

Table 3.1 Indigenous and non-Indigenous comparison of gargbtidicators for 1995 NSW study

Non-

Gambling indicator Indigenous Indigenous Rateratio®
Regular (weekly) gambler — % 57 38 15
Preferred EGMs

Males — % 27 19 1.4

Females — % 33 17 1.9
Family member excessive gambling

Life time — % 32 20 1.6

Last 6 months — % 55 38 15
SOGS score
Males

5t09-% 50 11 4.5

10t015-% 29 3 9.7
Females

5t09-% 40 4 10.0
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Non-

Gambling indicator Indigenous Indigenous Rateratio
10to 15-% 16 2 8.0
Weekly spending per week
Males — mean (SD) $406 (608) $39 (130) 104
Females — mean (SD) $193 (277) $15 (87) 12.9

1 Rate ratio for Indigenous to non-Indigenous (@egious:non-Indigenous)
2 SOGS - South Oaks Gambling Screen. Scores ofrore on the SOGS indicate probable pathologicaillder
SourceDickerson et al. (1996)

In 2007 the Aboriginal Health and Medical Reseatauncil of NSW conducted a review
of gambling and its impacts on Aboriginal commuestin NSW (AH & MRC of NSW,
2007). The review also reported on availability ampropriateness of existing treatment
services with the aim to inform future directioms policy development and treatment
provision for problem gambling. The report idemifigambling as a significant issue for
many Aboriginal people with the most common proldesiied as financial hardship, the
needs of children being overlooked, family discadd contact with the criminal justice
system. Gambling problems were often a cause aiv&h for Aboriginal people and were
therefore not always discussed openly. Future tiineg included raising public awareness
amongst Aboriginal people about gambling and rdlggmblems lessening the ‘shame’,
the development of alternatives for entertainmegudrticularly in remote areas (e.g.
sporting facilities), and to raise awareness in rinal community organisations on the
availability of funding opportunities through loaaubs.

3.4.2 Victoria

McMillen and Marshall (2004) captured a sample ofligenous respondents in the
Victorian Longitudinal Community Attitudes SurveyAmongst regular gamblers,
Indigenous people were less likely to be classifisd problem gambler (10%), compared
with non-Indigenous respondents (15%). However,erladigenous females than males
were classified as problem gamblers. Indigenougoredents were more likely to gamble
and were over-represented in the problem gamblerspgmaking up 1.5% of problem
gamblers, yet constituting just 0.5% of the Vicaoripopulation. Due to the small sample
of Indigenous respondents, no further empiricalctgions could be drawn from this
survey, but the authors recommended that furtterareh be carried out to ascertain help
seeking behaviour for Indigenous respondents.

Cultural Perspectives Pty Ltd (2005) carried ousraall qualitative study examining
approaches to health promotion and service deliverindigenous people in Victoria.
Interviews were conducted with problem gamblers dhdir family and friends,
professionals within the Gamblers Help network, aedresentatives from Indigenous
community organisations. EGMs were the most commgambling activity for the
problems gamblers for both men and women. The nesoes Indigenous problem
gamblers identified were impacts on finances, famelationships and personal emotional
well-being. Most interviewed people felt that Ineligpus people in the general community
knew about availability of services and this infation was usually conveyed through
‘talk’ with family and friends. With regards to sezes, on the one hand most people
indicated that they thought the current serviceseweadequate, but on the other hand,
they also said the found the current services tbddpful. The main barriers to services
were embarrassment (or ‘shame’) on the part optbblem gambler and an unwillingness
to trust the counselling service (i.e. confidertyy Suggestions to improve access to
services included better public awareness on isstiesnfidentiality and the building up
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of awareness amongst the Indigenous communityeptiential problems gambling can
cause to help alleviate shame associated with davproblem.

3.4.3 Queensland

Holden et al., (1996), in a study of 128 Indigencegular (i.e. weekly) gamblers living in
Cairns, Queensland, found that most preferred EGR88%6 of respondents), with the
average weekly EGM expenditure of $30. Total gantplexpenditure on gaming and
wagering (excluding card games) was $60 ($10-$pé0)week, which constituted 20% of
the average income of the sample. Also as pahisfstudy an evaluation of the impact of
a PubTAB in a DOGIT (Deed of Grant in Trust) comrtyihocated in north Queensland
was carried out and involved conducting interviemith 17 PubTAB players and other
community members. These interviews revealed t@%i 8f the adults in the community
were heavy or weekly gamblers (more than five tirtieg found in general population
surveys in all jurisdictions across Australia). @werage the 17 PubTAB players
interviewed spent more than 25% ($140 out of $4#3heir fortnightly income gambling
on PubTAB. The interviews also revealed a markeuicgon in canteen sales of alcohol
and police arrest data indicated a decline in atoblated community violence, which
could be attributed to people allocating money tompbling rather than for alcohol
consumption. So while an unintended benefit of itmeoduction of PUbTAB was a
reduction in alcohol related violence, it had aateg@ impact on council revenues, which
were substantially reduced as less profit margirsewreceived from the PubTAB
compared with the sale of alcohol (note that a0ff9 councils in QLD will no longer be
able to hold alcohol licenses).

Phillips (2003), researching a north Queenslandnconity in the mid 1990s, explored the
reasons for, and consequences of, drinking alcarbking marijuana and gambling
(predominantly card games). Ten reasons for peaogieg (alcohol, marijuana and
gambling) were provided, and these echoed the eeasiork of Martin (1993).
Centralisation and geographic dislocation was sstggeas a primary cause of increased
stress and tensions. Gambling, being a form ofasdateraction, helped to alleviate
boredom and distract people from the pressuresearfyday life. Family history was also
an important factor, with children learning to platya very early age (3-5 years). As with
most other studies, there were significant diffeemnin gambling patterns between men
and women, with women being the more regular garsblAccording to interviews
Phillips conducted with local women, they gambledwin money to buy food for the
household. Gambling was seen as a way to allepaterty, particularly in household
where the husband spent a large proportion of his gn alcohol and marijuana. The
community had a number of outstations and these wsed as refuges and allowed people
to connect with their ancestral lands. Howeverséhwere not always alcohol-, marijuana-
and gambling-free zones and use was dependentasuthtation manager. In an example
cited, one outstation had virtually no alcohol aangtion, marijuana smoking or
gambling. It was only when the Elder passed awalytha outstation became managed by
a non-Indigenous person that restriction of theswities lapsed.

3.4.4 Northern Territory

The Northern Territory carried out a gambling pienae survey in 2005 with the aim to
measure levels of problem gambling and to idengfyrticipation across a range of
activities. The survey used a telephone methodotoglas a consequence did not capture
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a representative sample of the Indigenous populaiio the Northern Territory.
Specifically, the Indigenous respondents were msoeioeconomically advantaged
compared with the total Northern Territory Indigasgopulation (Young et al., 2006). An
analysis including the Indigenous sample indicaked Indigenous respondents were more
likely (2.2% compared with 0.9%) to be classifiesd OGS problem gamblers, although
when using a different problem gambling screen (JRi@Gs association was not evident.
In a subsequent analysis Young et al., (2007) foilwad Indigenous people were more
likely to be monthly EGM players than non-Indigeaqeople (23%f. 16%). Because of
the issues with the Indigenous sample, a qualé@agiudy was also carried out consisting of
64 interviews with representatives from a rangeodjanisations located across the
Northern Territory (McDonald and Wombo, 2006). Veéhithe view of the services
providers reflects their charter, the general patioa was that unregulated gambling was
very common and that the impacts of the activityeMeroadly negative. Another theme
drawn from the interviews was that the increasedeaydlows into communities over the
last couple of decades (e.g. royalties, steady rgovent benefits and CDEP, the sale of
artworks) correlates with increased time and momsggnt gambling. Furthermore,
comments indicated that professional card sharke wmiring communities, cleaning up
card games and taking winnings out of the commumityen previously the money was
more likely to remain in the community with sometbé winning distributed amongst
losers. Comments also indicated that Indigenouglpewere increasingly playing EGMs
and that in some instances winning from communéydcgames were spent in EGM
venues. The increased participation in regulatedbdiag was attributed to the inclusive
nature of these venues (i.e. the two casinos, ant<xlubs).

Comments on increasing patronage of regulated gagnbtenues elicited from the
McDonald and Wombo (2006) interviews are consisteith earlier research in the
Northern Territory (McMillen and Togni, 2000; FoptE996). Foote (1996) conducted an
observational study of patrons in the Darwin casind found on average there were 50
Indigenous people in the casino on a daily basighich 67% were female and 76% were
located around EGMs. Foote (1996) commented that ititreasing patronage of
Indigenous people in the casino supported the Imgsid that gambling by Indigenous
people gamble is going through a transitory phasenare forms of gambling become
available and social barriers to participation Eted. McMillen and Togni (2000), in a
1996/97 study looking at the impact of the intraitut of EGMs into the Northern
Territory conducted interviews with representatifresn peak Aboriginal organisations in
regional centres and Aboriginal people in theséoregand from one remote community.
Aboriginal people from central Australia and th@ &nd reported that when they visited
town they also visited the casino and mostly pla€iMs. Aboriginal people living in
Darwin commented that the casino was a populareplac Indigenous people to gamble
and as a social meeting place when relatives can@an. Similar comments were made
regarding the Alice Springs casino. In regionaltieEiAboriginal men had a preference for
TAB betting and did not play EGMs in the communitgnues much, and said they
preferred to play EGMs when they visited the casBmme of those interviewed said they
were concerned with the level of betting at the TikBelation to the drain on resources
and the fact that losses were leaving the commuaAitgignificant and consistent finding
across the Northern Territory in all interviews what EGMs should not be allowed in
remote community venues, with one respondent coringetif we had poker machines in
the club it would ... stop our culture” (McMillemd Togni, 2000, p364).
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The McMillen and Togni study also noted the ubiqug nature of card games across the
Northern Territory and found that by and large taed games appeared unproblematic,
except in some instances with games played in Daparks where litter was sometimes
left behind. Most, but not all, comments on carthga viewed them in a positive light,
especially because the children could be arountikeumvhen playing EGMs in other
venues. The card games provided people in rematencmities with something to do, if
they were not in paid employment. Negative aspedtscard games mentioned in
interviews included people sitting for long perica®sd not eating properly, children being
tired at school (or not attending) because of agétrcard games disrupting sleep, and the
drain on financial resources.

3.5 Summary
3.5.1 Summary: Indigenous gambling: Card gameslpgb

The early literature strongly suggests that gamgbias not an activity that Indigenous
people participated in traditionally. From all aoots sourced, Indigenous Elders (i.e.
initiated men or men of high degree) saw gamblargi(alcohol) as a danger to Indigenous
Law. As early as the 1950s in central Australiaangbng was beginning to displace
Indigenous ceremony and ritual as a community #gtidonkinson, 1974, Berndt and
Berndt, 1946-47). The testimony form Regg Dodd (®@ed Vaughn, 1985) supported
this conclusion. According to this source, priorl®@20 Aboriginal did not gamble and it
was not until the end of the 1930s that Aboriginen started gambling for twists of
tobacco and halfpennies. Prior to this people sinagked if they wanted something. The
card games prior to self-determination, by anddagven by the account in Dodd and
Vaughn (1985), indicates that gambling was an #gtiplayed by families or when
relatives visited and was an enjoyable social au#on, where winners redistributed
money back to losers to stay in the game. Howdvedd and Vaughn also mention the
hunger endured throughout this time and notediffeimeone had only $4-$5 that little
could be bought with this anyway and the risk @&ling this money was worth the gain if
they won one or two hundred dollars. Specific cause increased gambling and other
social ills such as alcohol abuse mentioned in Daxtldl Vaughn (1985) include the break
down in authority of Elders and the move towar@s®d representatives which were more
often non-Aboriginal people.

Anthropological research conducted during the 1980sled to emphasise the positive
aspects of gambling by Indigenous people. Spedifiogambling was viewed as a form of
hunting and gathering with men playing higher ssagames and women playing smaller
stake games (though more regularly) respectivelyo@ale, 1987; Altman, 1985). The
redistributive function of gambling was highlightbyg these studies. However, the studies
by Goodale and Altman also noted negative aspdcgmmbling though these were not
emphasised. Martin (1993), researching in a nontlee@sland Aboriginal community in
the mid 1980s, conducted a more nuanced and trnedysis of gambling and noted that
nearly all winnings from male gamblers was usefiugp alcohol or to travel to a town to
buy alcohol. The redistributive function emphasisgdGoodale and Altman was made
with little quantitative/empirical evidence, whilMartin’s conclusions, based on an
analysis of inflows and outflows of money to thercounity, showed a redistribution of
money from the women (who were primarily resporssifir feeding and nurturing of
children), to men, and from non-drinkers to drirkeBimilarly, Hunter (1993), McKnight
(2001), and Hunter and Spargo (1988) contextualigathbling within the broader
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community context where alcohol was a significardbtem in the communities where
their research was carried out.

3.5.2 Summary: Indigenous gambling post 1985: Regdland unregulated gambling

Research in the 1990s in NSW, Victoria, Queensland,the Northern Territory indicated
that Indigenous people were engaging in regulatecns of gambling more heavily,
mostly on horse race betting (TAB) and EGMs (Ppsl/i2003; Brady, 1998; McMillen
and Togni, 1998; Foote, 1996; Holden et al., 1996kerson et al., 1996). These studies
are not always directly comparable due to methaglo#b differences, and this is likely to
affect estimates of problem gambling derived ugingblem gambling screens developed
for use in non-Indigenous (western) populationswehler, the research suggests that
regulated forms of gambling were a cause for cané&r Indigenous people, particularly
EGMs. Where regulated gambling was accessible tiplpein remote settings, many
people were regular gamblers with one study fingiagple spent on average 20% of their
income on EGMs. Given the low socioeconomic positdd many Indigenous households
the consequences of this type of gambling areylikelbe significant. The hypothesis put
forward by Foote (1996) that Indigenous people goeng through a transition from
participating in unregulated gambling (i.e. cardnga) to greater participation in regulated
forms of gambling would appear to be still in pregeStudies in north Queensland also
found that Aboriginal gambling patterns by reguggmblers in Cairns were consistent
with the NSW and Northern Territory studies; witlicHEs the most preferred activity
(Young et al., 2007; McDonald and Wombo, 2006; tealet al., 1996; Dickerson et al.,
1994). This association is likely to have signifit@ocial impacts given the association
between EGM play and problem gambling found in pkence studies across Australia
(Young et al., 2007; Dickerson et al., 1996).

Unregulated gambling (card games) are still largedyceived as being less problematic
than regulated gambling among Aboriginal people NMlen and Togni, 1998), although
there is evidence that the games are not perfortmeagedistributive function they may
have once performed (McDonald and Wombo; 2006;lip£il2003; Martin, 1993). The
main function that card games play on communig&® irelieve boredom and to provide a
form of entertainment, and as a means to accumialage sums of money. However, there
IS some evidence to suggest that large winnings ftard games are being spent outside
the community (not necessarily for food and esais)tiand in some instances nearly all
larger winnings are spent by men on alcohol (Mad®03; McDonald and Wombo; 2006;
Phillips 2003).

Based on the most recent available research teen® idoubt that gambling is causing
significantly more problems in the Indigenous pe@poin compared with the non-
Indigenous population. Problems include lack of eyofor essentials, children not being
cared for adequately (i.e. physically through paatrition and emotionally through lack of
nurturing), increased family and community tensi@particularly between gamblers and
non-gamblers), and indirectly through the oppotiumiost of less engagement in more
productive pursuits within the broader communitygsArtions made in previous research
(e.g. Altman, 1985 and Goodale, 1987) that gambiag being used to express aboriginal
kinship obligations and in redistribution of incosrere questionable, particularly given the
changing socioeconomic circumstances of Indigenpesple since self-determination.
Analysis by other researchers in other Aborigir@hmunities conflicts with some of the
conclusions of the influential papers of Altman a@dodale. Specifically, there is
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evidence to suggest that card games act more te makme more unevenly distributed,
particularly given the evidence that Indigenouspbe@re engaging much more frequently
with regulated gambling or more specifically, EGRlingbling (Martin, 2003; Holden et al.,
1996). However, as pointed out at the beginninthief Chapter, gambling and its effects
vary dramatically between communities, and gergatiins based on discrete studies in
different geographic contexts are often tenuouse Tlext Chapter presents the first
empirical analysis of the correlates of gambliniged problems for the entire country,
stratified by jurisdiction and remoteness. Thenhif the analysis is to start to provide an
overall description of the correlates of gamblinglgdems and in this way add to the
understanding of gambling and its impacts that H#en gained from the anthropological
and prevalence studies to date.
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Chapter 4: Correlates of Gambling Related Problems for the Indigenous
and Total Population

4.1 Chapter Overview

The analyses presented in this chapter use datgambling-related problems that are
representative of the Australian Indigenous pojputafThe analyses will provide estimates
of the levels of gambling-related problems expeargeh by the Indigenous population
presented according to jurisdiction and remoteries®\ustralia. The analyses will also
identify the correlates, or characteristics, of $eholds and individuals that are
significantly (in a statistical sense) associatdith weported gambling problems.

In order to contextualise the results, a comparigomalso conducted between the
Indigenous population and the entire Australian ybagon. Analyses of the total
Australian population is based on the 2002 and 2BG@6eral Social Survey (GSS), a
dataset that is broadly comparable with the dateeated by the 2002 and the 2004/5
National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander He&urvey (NATSIHS).

In terms of structure, the Chapter:
e outlines the aims of the analyses
e describes the dependent variable (reported gampliolglems) as contained in the
Negative Life Events Scaleed in all surveys
describes the data sources used and the survgndesad to collect the data
set outs and explains the outcome and explanatoighles
describes the statistical analyses used for tHevaiate modelling
presents the inter-relationships between the vaidLES items
presents estimates of reported gambling problemthélIndigenous population by
jurisdiction and remoteness
e presents five multivariate logistic regression medéor reported gambling
problems based on the NATSISS (2002, remote andremnte separately),
NATSIHS (2004/5, non-remote only), and GSS (2002 2006, non-remote only).

4.2 Methods
4.2.1 Aims of the analyses

1. To present estimates for individual NLES items I(idang gambling problems) and
determine the relationships between gambling problend other negative life
events, or ‘stressors’, both for the general pdpia and the Indigenous
population.

2. To present estimates of reported gambling problémysremoteness for each
jurisdiction of Australia.

3. To identify significant regional, socio-demograplaicd socioeconomic correlates
of gambling related problems experienced by theigkmbus and the general
population stratified by remoteness.

4.2.2. Measuring gambling problems using the Negdtife Events Scale

The Negative Life Events Scale (NLES) is a regslarvey module used by the ABS in
social and health surveys, one that that aims tsare the emotional and social wellbeing
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of a person. It was developed in consultation widak Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander bodies with the aim of being able to beduas a comparable measure of social
and emotional wellbeing between the Indigenous maad-Indigenous populations of
Australia (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2004he NLES asks respondentsaVve any

of these thingfist of “stressors” or “negative life eventsbeen a problem for you or your
family or friends during the last yedrRespondents then answer yes or no to a list adbup
16 “stressors” or negative life events listed inbla4.1. There were some small
differences in the way some NLES items were worbetlveen surveys, as well as
differences in the items used for remote and nomte samples in the surveys. For
example, the item, serious and illness or disgbiig listed as two separate items in the
GSS (delineating between acute and chronic illnes$jle alcohol and drug related
problems are listed as two separate items in th@®N8S and NATSIHS. Four items
included in the Indigenous surveys were not inallidethe general population surveys due
to the same items having less relevance in thergepepulation or because they were
specific to Indigenous people (e.g. discriminatiacism, pressure to fulfil cultural
responsibilities and overcrowding).

Table 4.1 Negative Life Events items for each ABS survey

NLESitem inclusions
2004/5
2002 NATSISS NATSIHS 2002 GSS 2006 GSS
Non- Non- Non- Non-

NLESitem Remote remote remote remote
Gambling problem
Divorce or separation
Death of family member or close friend
Serious illness or disability
Serious accident
Alcohol or drug related problerns
Not able to get a job
Lost job, made redundant, sacked
Witness to violence
Abuse or violent crime
Trouble with the police
Mental iliness
Member of family sent to jail/currently in jail
Overcrowding at home
Pressure to fulfil cultural responsibilities
Discrimination/Racism

ﬂ
3
=3
o

ANETEA N NE T B N N N N NN N NN NN
AN N N N N N NN N VN N N N NN
AN NI N N N N N N N N N N N NI NI
x % x x [N
X % x x [ X

1 Separate items for serious illness and seriaabdity in the 2002 and 2006 GSS
2 Separate items for alcohol related problems and celated problems in the 2002 NATSISS

The NLES is asked in two blocks or modules. The& finodule lists five stressors in which
there are slight differences between the remotenamdremote samples for ABS surveys.
The second module contains between eight and rtesssts depending on remote and non-
remote samples. It is in this second module thamigling problem” is a listed stressor
(copies of Australian Bureau of Statistics survays available atvww.abs.gov.au It is
apparent from the wording of the question thas ihot a prevalence estimate for problem
gamblers. It asks respondents if gambling hadéen a problem for you, your family or
close friends during the last yéaiTherefore, the NLES gambling problem item measur
the reach or impact of gambling problems on peoglesial and family networks. This is
not a strictly individual measure of gambling pmk. It is a measure of the family or
social-network level impact of gambling problemsisTbroader conception of gambling-
related harm is consistent with the Australianmgén of problem gambling which states
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“Problem gambling is characterised by difficultieslimiting money and/or time spent on
gambling which leads to adverse consequences fergdéimbler, others, or for the
community’ (Neal et al., 2005).

The reliability of the NLES when used in a non-AaBan Bureau of Statistics survey has
been previously reported on (Kowall, Gunthorpe, &ili#, 2007). Kowal et. al. (2007)
assessed psychometric properties of the NLES immapke of Indigenous carers and
householders from ten remote Aboriginal communigie®ss the Northern Territory (from
the top end to central Australia). The study usetbdified version of the NLES that asked
respondentstave any of these thingkst of stressorshbeen a worry for you or anyone
else living in this house during the last ygarPhat is, the item was presented in such a
way that the estimates of gambling problems relébeidividual households as opposed
to the ABS method of examining effects on sociall &mily networks. Based on the
difference in wording, it may be expected that ésémates collected as part of this study
would be lower than those collected in the ABS dietlious surveys for remote regions as a
household is a smaller unit than a social netwbidwever, in this study, 36% of carers
and 41% of household heads reported a gamblingecejaroblem in year preceding the
survey, a figure somewhat higher than the estimegderted by the ABS for remote regions
of the NT (i.e. 31.5%) (Australian Bureau of Stitis, 2004c; Kowall et al., 2007). Kowal
et. al. (2007) found the NLES performed well psyuoetrically with respect to item
endorsement, discrimination and internal and esla®liability. However, four items, not
being able to get a job, losing a job, divorce aadaration and overcrowding performed
less well psychometrically. The NLES item of “gambl problem” showed good
discriminatory characteristics in relation to theemll scale and other listed items.
Therefore, we are able to utilise the NLES with saranfidence.

However, as made clear in Chapter 2, the Indigenoosulation displays marked
heterogeneity with respect to a range of demogecagioicial, and economic characteristics
across jurisdictions and by degree of remotenesas&juently these characteristics need
to be accounted for when interpreting the estimatsved from the NLES items. For
example, Indigenous people living in remote aremsl tto have larger extended families
because of the traditional Indigenous kinship systevhich plays a prominent part in the
life of many remote Indigenous people (Austin-Bro@803). The implication of this
kinship system on estimates for remote regions,revlaelarger proportion of Indigenous
people live in small communities (Australian BureafuStatistics, 2002, 2007b), is that
larger estimates may be expected because the mimmsie social networks. While this
potential overestimation needs to be considerednwii@awing direct comparison of
estimates of reported gambling-related problendods not limit any analyses identifying
significant correlations between NLES items andepttliemographic and socioeconomic
variables collected in the surveys, as these @imalk are based on patterns of association
rather than absolute estimates.

Another limitation of the NLES item on gambling ptems is that no definition of

gambling problems is provided. From this point adw, the NLES is a very subjective
scale with respondents deciding what is and ispnoblematic with regards to gambling
(and other NLES items such as alcohol and druglenod). Some people may have
different attitudes towards gambling and this wifluence how they view gambling and
its associated problems. This is of importance tftee NLES where the meaning of
gambling problemger sein the context of many remote Indigenous commusidieross
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Australia varies according to current social pagiand significant historical influence
(see Chapter 3).

However, while there are limitations of using theB$ to report estimates of gambling-
related problems, it nonetheless provides the amdjlable measure of reported gambling
problems that is collected consistently both spgtend temporally in national surveys for
the general population and the Indigenous populaifcAustralia.

4.2.3 ABS data sources and survey design

Four ABS data sets are used to analyse gamblia¢ecelproblems. They are the 2002
NATSISS, the 2004/5 NATSIHS, and the 2002 and 26&5’s. These social and health
surveys are designed to collect a range of infaonaacross geographic, demographic,
social, cultural, health status and health behavdmmains. In addition, all the surveys
contained a data item identifying whether the resient, their family or a close friend had
experienced gambling problems over the 12 montlksquing the survey. Explanatory
variables from all these domains will be used ie #nalyses and data items will be
matched as closely as possible across the diffeteneys.

While full details of sample design, collection mads, and data quality for these surveys
have been reported elsewhere (see user and techlyimbes (Australian Bureau of
Statistics, 2003a, 2003b, 2004d, 2007a), a summgsyovided here. The 2002 and 2006
GSS employed a stratified multistage area sampth,anscope of all people aged 15 years
and over in non-remote areas of Australia. Thiseyis a general population survey and
forms part of the ABS social survey program. Batlligenous social and health surveys
employed a very similar survey design, which ineldda “community” and non-
community sample. The community sample includeclacsion of discrete Indigenous
communities from Queensland, the Northern Territd®puth Australia and Western
Australia. The community sample was obtained byntala random selection of discrete
Indigenous communities selected from a speciallyelbgped Indigenous Community
Frame, which was constructed from information ai®diin the2001 Censusand the2001
Community Housing and Infrastructure Needs SurWgithin the selected communities
dwellings were randomly selected. The sample aistuded dwellings in other areas of
these states and territories not covered in thenaamty sample. Dwellings in non-
community areas were selected using a stratifiedtistage area sample, with the
likelihood of a collection district being selectbding based on the number of dwellings
containing Indigenous persons in that collectiostrdit. Within each household (for
community and non-community samples) a random snofipte of usual residents was
selected for inclusion in the survey. All interviewvere face-to-face and carried out by
specially trained interviewers. The scope and sarsgk for each survey used for analyses
is presented in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2 Data sources, sample size and scope for analyses

Sample Geogr aphic scope

Name of survey Year size(n)! for analysis
National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 3b8urvey 2002 8,523 Non-remote & remote
National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander He@Burvey 2004/5 3,398 Non-remote
General Social Survey (GSS) 2002 15,510 Non-remote
General Social Survey (GSS) 2006 13,375 Non-remote

(1) 18 years and over, (2) NATSISS, (3) NATSIHS
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The 2002 NATSISS included respondents 15 yearsoaad while the 2004/05 NATSIHS

included persons of all ages. Persons 18 yeargwatdwere interviewed personally, while
15-17 years olds were interviewed with the consdra parent or guardian. For people
aged less than 15 years, information was colleti@oh the person responsible for the
child. Computer assisted interviewing (CIA) was diger most of the non-community

sample, while paper-based survey instruments weea dor the community sample.
Additionally, some data items were either not atte in the community sample or were
collected differently, with approximately 80% oftdatems collected for both samples.

Due to these differences in scope and in the cuestadministered between the two
Indigenous surveys the analyses for the 2002 NASSMI be stratified by remoteness
(remote and non-remote), while for the 2002 and62G®S, and the 2004/05 NATSIHS,
analyses will be conducted only the non-remote samfll analyses are restricted to
respondents aged 18 years and over.

4.2.4 Statistical analyses

To allow comparability between the three surveysaablyses using the 2002 NATSISS
are conducted separately for remote and non-rersataple. This stratification by
remoteness also has the advantage of account foe sariation within Australia’s
Indigenous population (e.g. people who live in reenareas have less access to regulated
gambling activities; have a much higher percent#fgadigenous language speakers; have
different socioeconomic circumstances etc.).

4.2.4.1 Inter-relationship between NLES items

Estimates for the eleven NLES items are presemtedsch survey stratified by remoteness
for the 2002 NATSISS. Factor analysis (principlenponent factor method) was used to
identify inter-relationships between the eleven SLiEems. The decision on the number of
factors to retain included a combination of intetpbility, observing scree plots and
generally retaining factors with Eigen-values geedlhan one (Everitt & Dunn, 2001). An
orthogonal rotation was applied to the retainedtdi@c and rotated factor structures
presented for comparison and contrast between iffieresht population groups (i.e.
Indigenous and the general population). While eatdtoric correlation matrix would have
been preferred to a standard correlation matrixule in the factor analyses, the former
was not possible due to the weighting system usethé ABS and limitations of the
statistical package used by the ABS Remote Accedsofatory (RADL). All factor
analyses were carried out using weighted datamastis for the NLES items included in
the factor analyses are also presented.

4.2.4.2 Estimates of reported gambling problems

Estimates of reported gambling problems are presefmom the three ABS surveys and,
where the sample allowed, these are reported bgterass. Estimates were obtained from
published ABS data and through the purchase oftiaddl customised data tables. All
estimates are reported with the standard error. sthedard error represents the upper
(added to estimate) and lower (subtracted frommedé) bounds of the estimate and
indicate that there is an approximate 67% chanae ttie true estimate falls within the
upper and lower bound. These can be converted # @bnfidence intervals by
multiplying the standard error by 1.96, and the arppnd lower bounds would then
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indicate that there is a 95% chance the true esirfadls within the upper and lower
bounds.

4.2.4.3 Multivariable modelling of reported gamigliproblems

Estimates of reported gambling problems are preséiotr the three surveys by jurisdiction
and remoteness. The following analytical strategg warried out separately for each data
set and by remoteness for the 2002 NATSISS. Finsgdjusted associations between
explanatory variables and reported gambling problenere assessed using logistic
regression. Explanatory variables showing a sigaifi (p0.05) association with
gambling problems were then assessed for colliyean ensure the assumptions
associated with logistic regression modelling wenaintained. Where two or more
explanatory variables were significantly correlatéén these were first entered into a
model (for reported gambling problems) and variglsmaining significant were retained
for the next stage of the analytic strategy. Neh, significant explanatory variables were
entered simultaneously into a multivariable logistgression and backward elimination
carried out with removal of variables set at p>0/Eial models are presented for the 2002
NATSISS by remoteness, the 2004/5 NATSIHS (non-tejnand the 2002 and 2006 GSS
(non-remote). All explanatory variables containedthe final models represent those
variables that showing independent association vafforted gambling problems. Or in
other words, each variable exerts an independésttefn reported gambling problems.

All analyses were carried out using Stata v8.2Chwvdata accessed via the ABS RADL
web portal (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006H)e suite of SVR (survey replicate
methods) commands were used to analyse data afidertoe intervals were calculated
using the Jack Knife (jk1) method (Winter, 2008).

4.3 Results
4.3.1 Inter-relationships between reported gambfingblems and other NLES items

Results from the factor analyses (FA) are presemédbles 4.3 to 4.7. All NLES items
are ordered in the same way for ease of interpoatalables also contain estimates for
each NLES item and the standard error. The infator analysis for the remote 2002
NATSISS had just two Eigen-values greater than (see Table 4.3). However, after
completing the factor analyses for the non-remoi@ ether data sets, a 3-factor rotated
solution was also produced. The 3-factor solutigpianed just over 52% of the variation
between the NLES items while the 2-factor solutmxplained just under44% of the
variation. The same six items relating to sociahsgression, with the exception of not
being able to get a job, had loadings greater €h4@ on the first factor for both the 2- and
3-factor solutions. Gambling problems loaded onfits factor for both solutions. Three
items relating health and well-being (death of mifga member, serious accident, and
serious iliness or disability) loaded independenfiyhe other factors on factor 2 for both
solutions.

Table 4.3 Rotated factor analysis of 11 NLES items for 20T SISS remote sample

Estimates 3-factor solution 2-factor solution
Variable % (SE) Factor 1 Factor 2  Factor 3 Factor 1 Factor 2
Witness to violence 29.6 (3.5) 0.79 0.11 0.06 0.75 0.15
Abuse or violent crime 17.3 (3.2) 0.75 0.00 0.17 0.76 0.02
Alcohol or drug related problems  36.7 (3.2) 0.74 0.24 0.03 0.69 0.27
Trouble with the police 21.7 (2.7) 0.65 0.13 0.13 0.65 0.16
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Estimates 3-factor solution 2-factor solution

Variable % (SE) Factor 1 Factor 2  Factor 3 Factor 1 Factor 2
Gambling problem 26.5 (3.0) 0.65 0.25 0.12 0.64 0.28
Not able to get a job 24.4 (1.8) 0.42 0.05 0.52 0.59 0.05
Lost job, made redundant, sacked 5.0 (0.6) 0.06 50.0 091 0.40 0.02
Divorce or separation 12.9 (2.3) 0.32 0.30 0.25 .390 0.31
Serious illness or disability family ~ 35.1 (1.6) 09. 0.70 0.05 0.09 0.70
Serious accident someone close 18.5 (1.7) 0.170.71 0.01 0.14 0.71
Death family member/close friend 55.8 (2.0) 0.19 0.59 0.16 0.22 0.59
Rotated Eigen-value - 2.95 1.58 1.25 3.17 1.64
% variance - 26.8% 14.3% 11.4% 28.9% 14.9%
Cumulative % variance - 26.8% 41.1% 52.5% 28.9% 43.7%

NOTE: Weighted data N= 69,337 (18 years and oveote)
Unweighted data n=3,796

The factor analysis of the non-remote 2002 NATSh&S8 three Eigen-values greater than
one and the rotated solution provided a clearlgrpretable factor structure explaining just
under 45% of the variation in NLES items (Table)4Bactor 1 again contained items
relating to social transgression including witnessiolence, seeing abuse or violent crime,
alcohol and drug problems, trouble with the polamed gambling problems. Factor 2
contained three items, not being able to get alding a job and divorce or separation.
The third factor included the same three itemstedl#o health and well-being that loaded
separately as in the remote factor analysis.

Table 4.4 Rotated factor analysis of 11 NLES items for 20B¥¢TSISS non-remote sample

Variable % (SE) Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Witness to violence 9.7 (0.7) 0.68 0.06 0.19
Abuse or violent crime 9.1 (0.8) 0.68 -0.01 0.13
Alcohol or drug related problems 20.6 (1.0) 0.70 0.17 0.08
Trouble with the police 16.4 (1.2) 0.68 0.10 0.04
Gambling problem 11.0 (0.8) 0.52 0.27 -0.04
Not able to get a job 27.8 (1.5) 0.16 0.66 0.11
Lost job, made redundant, sacked 10.2 (0.8) 0.04 0.76 0.04
Divorce or separation 16.3 (1.2) 0.24 042 0.05
Serious illness or disability family 30.3(1.4) 10. 0.21 0.63
Serious accident someone close 8.7 (0.7) 0.19 8-0.0 061
Death of family member/close friend 43.1 (1.3) 6.0 0.08 0.65
Rotated Eigen-value - 2.28 1.36 1.28
% variance - 20.7% 12.3% 11.6%
Cumulative % variance - 20.7% 33.1% 44.7%

NOTE: Weighted data N= 182,060 (18 years and ogarmnamote)
Unweighted data n=4,727

Table 4.5 shows the rotated factor structures lier 2- and 3-factor solutions for non-
remote areas using the 2004/5 NATSIHS. The 3-faswwution was generated for
comparability with other 3-factor solutions, altlgbuthe initial factor analysis only yielded
two Eigen-values greater than one, though with metdeexplanatory power (38.4% of
variance explained). The 3-factor solution expldipest under 48% of the variation in
NLES items. The first factor for the 2- and 3-factwlutions contained the same five
NLES items relating to social transgression (asgrewious table) and also included not
being able to get a job, although this item alsal&d on factor 2 in the 3-factor solution.
Serious illness and serious accident loaded seghariat all other NLES items for the 2-
and 3-factor solutions, while death of a family nmmhad a moderate loading across all
factors.
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Table 4.5 Rotated factor analysis of 11 NLES items for tb8425 NATSIHS non-remote sample

Estimates 3-factor solution 2-factor solution
Variable % (SE) Factor 1 Factor 2  Factor 3 Factor 1 Factor 2
Witness to violence 10.6 (1.0) 0.67 0.16 0.18 0.68 0.19
Abuse or violent crime 10.6 (1.0) 0.69 0.11 0.03 0.69 0.03
Alcohol or drug related problems 24.2 (1.2) 0.69 0.09 0.10 0.68 0.09
Trouble with the police 15.3 (1.0) 0.74 0.05 0.07 0.72 0.05
Gambling problem 11.2 (0.8) 0.61 0.16 0.07 0.63 0.09
Not able to get a job 17.8 (1.0) 0.44 0.45 0.08 0.54 0.20
Lost job, made redundant, sacked 8.9 (0.8) 0.06 0.77 0.11 0.26 0.36
Divorce or separation 12.5 (0.9) 0.17 0.63 0.01 0.33 0.21
Serious illness or disability family 28.3 (1.3) 08. 0.11 0.71 0.07 0.70
Serious accident someone close 8.3 (0.7) 0.10 0.06 0.75 0.08 0.72
Death of family member/close friend 40.7 (1.3) 0.3 -0.11 0.34 0.28 0.27
Rotated Eigen-value - 2.67 1.30 1.25 2.88 1.35
% variance - 24.2% 11.8% 11.4% 26.2% 12.3%
Cumulative % variance - 24.2% 36.1% 47.5% 26.2% 38.4%

NOTE: Weighted data N= 185,510 (18 years and ogarrnemote)
Unweighted data n=3,398

Tables 4.6 and 4.7 show the rotated 3-factor swistifor the 2002 and 2006 GSS's
respectively (for people living in non-remote ajed®r the 2002 GSS (Table 4.6), the
rotated 3-factor solution provided a readily intetpble factor structure explaining 41% of
the variation in the NLES items. Factor 1 contairfedr items pertaining to social
transgression, and factor 3 contained the item&ip@rg to health and well-being. Items
related to getting or losing a job loaded highlyfactor 2 and divorce or separation loaded
moderately on factors 1 and 2.

Table 4.6 Rotated factor analysis of 11 NLES items for td82GSS non-remote sample

Variable % (SE) Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Abuse or violent crime 3.2(0.2) 0.71 -0.02 0.03
Witness to violence 2.7 (0.2) 0.70 0.00 0.09
Alcohol or drug related problems 7.5(0.3) 0.54 0.34 0.01
Trouble with the police 3.2(0.2) 0.63 0.12 -0.01
Gambling problem 3.5 (0.2) 0.33 0.20 0.18
Lost job, made redundant, sacked 6.2 (0.2) 0.00 0.75 0.03
Not able to get a job 14.4 (0.3) 0.08 0.73 0.04
Divorce or separation 11.4 (0.4) 0.28 0.33 0.17
Serious illness or disability family 23.5(0.5) 00. 0.15 0.61
Serious accident someone close 4.7 (0.2) 0.11 7-0.0 0.59
Death of family member/close friend 20.0 (0.5) 0.0 0.05 0.63
Rotated Eigen-value - 1.89 1.40 1.19
% variance - 17.2% 12.7% 10.8%
Cumulative % variance - 17.2% 29.9% 40.8%

NOTE: Weighted data N= 14,503,000 (18 years and noB-remote)
Unweighted data n=15,510

The rotated 3-factor solution for the 2006 GSS wiaslar to that obtained for 2002 and
explained 42% of the variation in the NLES itemslfle 4.7). Factor 1 contained the five
items pertaining to social transgression (i.e. abmsviolent crime, witness to violence,
trouble with the police, alcohol and drug probletnsuble with the police and gambling
problems. Factor 2 again included the items regaiinwork and divorce or separation also
had a moderate loading on this factor. Factor dnagantained the three NLES items
pertaining to health and well-being.
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Table 4.7 Rotated factor analysis of 11 NLES items for 2@B3S non-remote sample

Variable % (SE) Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Abuse or violent crime 3.3(0.2) 0.71 -0.06 0.10
Witness to violence 2.9(0.2) 0.67 0.07 0.14
Alcohol or drug related problems 8.6 (0.4) 0.60 0.30 0.00
Trouble with the police 3.9 (0.3) 0.64 0.11 -0.06
Gambling problem 3.2 (0.2) 0.44 0.26 -0.15
Lost job, made redundant, sacked 5.5 (0.3) 0.03 0.77 0.07
Not able to get a job 13.0 (0.4) 0.12 0.74 0.04
Divorce or separation 11.4 (0.4) 0.28 0.27 0.16
Serious illness or disability family 26.7 (0.7) 0.02 0.13 0.60
Serious accident someone close 5.2 (0.3) 0.18 0.02 0.49
Death of family member/close friend 21.1 (0.6) 0.03 0.04 0.68
Rotated Eigen-value - 2.05 1.41 1.15
% variance - 18.7% 12.8% 10.5%
Cumulative % variance - 18.7% 31.5% 42.0%

NOTE: Weighted data N= 15,307,000 (18 years and non-remote)
Unweighted data n=13,375

In summary all rotated factor solutions provideterpretable solutions with remarkable
similarity between surveys of the Indigenous andegal population (largely representative
of the non-Indigenous population) and between remaodd non-remote areas for the 2002
NATSISS. The NLES items clustered in three distogrctups that separated items relating
to (i) social transgression, (ii) social and ecoimfoss, and (iii) health and well-being.
NLES items falling into the three groups are listedable 4.8.

Table 4.8 Summary of factor analyses of NLES items

Saocial transgression Economic and social loss Health and well-being

Abuse or violent crime Lost job, made redundant  ridss illness or disability family
Witness to violence Not able to get a job Serimegdent someone close
Alcohol or drug related problems Divorce or separa Death of family member/close friend

Trouble with the police
Gambling problem

4.3.2 Estimates of reported gambling problems bggiction and remoteness

Estimates for reported gambling problems are pteseior the Indigenous population and
the general population in Tables 4.9 and 4.10 as@dy. In addition, Figures 4.1 and 4.2
present reported gambling problems using choropletéps, with darker shading
representing higher estimates and lighter shaddpgesenting lower estimates. Reported
gambling problems for the Indigenous populatior2@®2 were lowest in ACT/Tasmania
and Western Australia and highest in the Northegrriiory and Queensland. There was
significant variation between remote and non-remestimates for most states and
territories with remote areas reporting higherreates of reported gambling problems for
all states except New South Wales. In 2004/5, A@3%Mania and Victoria had the lowest
estimates for reported gambling problems and tlgadst were reported in the Northern
Territory and South Australia.
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Table 4.9 Estimates of reported gambling problems by juasdn for the Indigenous population

2002 NATSISSt

2004/5 NATSIHS?

Remote Non-remote
% (SE) % (SE)

% (SE)

Total

Remote Non-remote Total
% (SE) % (SE) % (SE)

Western Australia 13.2(2.9)
New South Wales 8.7 (2.3)
Victoria -

36(1.2) 81(15) 10.1(21) 12.3(3.5) 11.1(2.0)

10.3(1.3) 10.2 (1.2)
13.3(1.6) 13.3(1.6)

0(6.0) 11.1(1.6) 10.8(1.5)

- 8.3(15) 8B

Queensland 37.1(10.7) 10.7 (1.6) 17.4 (2.9) B 12.3(1.7) 14.0(1.5)
South Australia 19.3 (5.4) 16.5(2.3) 17.2(2.2) 21.3 (3.5) 14.1(2.1) 15.8(1.8)
Northern Territory 31.9 (4.1) 11.4(2.9) 28.4(1.4) 27.5(3.1) 8.5)2 24.5 (2.6)
ACT/Tasmania - 79(1.1) 7911 - - 84(1.4)
Australia 26.4(3.2) 10.2(0.7) 14.6(1.0) 19.4(1.6) 11.2(0.8) 13.5(0.7)

1 NATSISS estimates sourced from Australian BurdaBtatistics publications (data cubes), exceptdGiT/Tasmania

which were derived from the NATSISS CURF accessedhaaABS RADL.

2 NATSIHS estimates obtained from a customised rialiah Bureau of Statistics tables

Estimates of reported gambling problems for theeganpopulation living in non-remote

area of Australia are presented in Table 4.10h&n 2002 GSS, the lowest estimate for
reported gambling problems was in WA (under ha#f @stimates from other states and
territories) while the highest estimate was in NSgtimates remained relatively stable
between 2002 and 2006, with WA again having theskivestimate of reported gambling
problems. There was little difference between &tes and territories in 2006 estimates
except the Northern Territory, which reported 4.78kijle all other states were around 3%,
except for SA which was 3.8%. There were no sigaiit differences between the 2002
and 2006 estimates as 95% confidence interval§ (in®s the standard error) overlap for

all estimates.

Table 4.10 Estimates of reported gambling problems by judsdn for the general population

2002 GSS' 2006 GSS'
Non-remote Non-remote
% (SE) % (SE)
Western Australia 1.3(0.2) 1.6 (0.4)
New South Wales 4.1 (0.4) 3.3 (0.6)
Victoria 3.7 (0.4) 3.1(0.4)
Queensland 3.2(0.4) 3.7 (0.5)
South Australia 3.7 (0.5) 3.8 (0.5)
Northern Territory 3.0 (0.6) 4.7 (0.9)
ACT/Tasmania 3.2(0.3) 3.1(0.3)
Australia 35(0.2) 3.2(0.2)

1 GSS (2002 and 2006) estimates obtained from euséal Australian Bureau of Statistics tables
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Figure 4.1 Reported gambling problems 2002 for the Indigenmysulation by jurisdiction and remoteness
SourceAustralian Bureau of Statistics customised tabigap prepared by Charles Darwin University, Insgtfior Advanced Studies, School for Social and pdtiesearch
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Figure 4.2 Reported gambling problems 2004/5 for the Indigengopulation by jurisdiction and remoteness
Source Australian Bureau of Statistics customised tatieap prepared by Charles Darwin University, Ingtt for Advanced Studies, School for Social anitiP&®esearch
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4.3.3 Multivariable logistic regression models feported gambling problems

Results for multivariable logistic regression maedaie presented in three sections:
e 4.3.3.1-2002 NATSISS non-remote sample and resatgle,
e 4.3.3.2-2004/5 NATSIHS non-remote sample, and
e 4.3.3.3-2002 and 2006 GSS non-remote samplezatildbles in the final models are
significant at £ 0.05.

Separate tables are presented for each multivariadoldel. The first column contains the
explanatory variable remaining in the final modgls. that showed independent association
with reported gambling problems. The second colucemtains odds ratios (and 95%
confidence interval) for categories of the explanatvariables. Odds ratios greater than one
that do not have 95% confidence intervals thatelone are significantly different from the
base category, which is given by one. Conversalgsaatios below one that do not have
95% confidence intervals overlapping one are alggnificant. However, to assist
interpretation of the odds ratios, percentage esémand standard errors for each category of
the explanatory variable are also included. Thié kélp the reader gauge the magnitude of
the differences between categories of the explaypatariables. The final column in these
tables contains the explanatory variables distidiouin the population and will add to 100%
for each explanatory variable.

4.3.3.1 NATSISS (2002)

The final multivariable model for the 2002 NATSIS8mote sample included eleven
variables from a broad range of social and demducagomains (Table 4.11). There were
differences in reported gambling problems betwdates and territories, with Queensland
and the Northern Territory reporting significanttygher estimates of reported gambling
problems compared with all other states. HouseHaMdily structure was significantly
associated with reported gambling problems, wittiganous people living in three-or-more
family households reporting significantly higheoblems than one-family and sole person
households (odds ratio and 95% confidence inté&\at (1.27-3.62)). Indigenous people who
had access to a landline telephone were less likehgport gambling problems than those
without a landline telephone (0.69 (0.49-0.98))veFivariables relating to social and
community factors were significantly associated hwiteported gambling problems.
Respondents who attended or were involved socidl @uitural activities reported more
gambling related problems than those who did naéndt such events. Specifically,
Indigenous people who were participated in (1.38641.68)) or attending (1.50 (1.10-2.04))
a sporting event, involved in community specialkemast activities (1.64 (1.19-2.25)) and
attending a funeral (1.82 (1.21-2.72) were sigaiiity more likely to report gambling related
problems. People who perceived their communitieBetdhaving youth gang problems (1.49
(1.15-1.94)), alcohol problems (2.21 (1.39-3.58))d physical assault problems (2.42 (1.83-
3.19)) were significantly more likely to report ghling related problems than those not
reporting community problems. Respondents who veerectim of threatened or physical
violence (1.81 (1.36-2.40)) also reported higheele of gambling problems. Lastly, self-
reported health had a significant association waghorted gambling problems, with people
reporting their health as very good (1.77 (1.1G6).&nd poor (1.89 (1.02-3.48)) more likely
to report gambling related problems compared witbsé who reported their health as
excellent.
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Table 4.11 Multivariate models for reported gambling problenisdigenous population living in
remote and very remote regions (2002 NATSISS)

Gambling Population
Model REM 1 Problems' distribution
OR (95% CI)? % (SE) % (SE)
Australia - 26.4 (3.2) 100.0
Regional
State/Territory
Western Australia 1.00 14.8 (3.2) 24.0 (0.7)
New South Wales 1.49 (0.79-2.82) 12.6 (2.6) 0.8)(
Victoria - - 0.0 (0.0)
Queensland 2.29 (1.15-4.57) 35.7 (10.1) 24.8 (0.6)
South Australia 0.88 (0.36-2.19) 19.6 (4.2) @48)
Northern Territory 2.38(1.32-4.30) 31.4(3.9) 39.3(0.4)
ACT/Tasmania - - 0.0 (0.0)
Demographic
Household type
One family 1.00 22.5(2.4) 55.0 (2.5)
Two families 1.24 (0.86-1.78) 33.6 (5.8) 19.8 {1.7
Three families 2.14 (1.27-3.62) 38.1(6.3) 15.2)2
Mixed 1.01 (0.34-3.01) 23.2(8.2) 3.6 (0.9)
Group 1.14 (0.29-4.40) 27.4 (11.8) 0.8 (0.2)
Lone person 0.53 (0.27-1.03) 11.8 (2.8) 5.4 (0.8)
Socioeconomic/communication
Telephone access (landline)
No access 1.00 30.7 (3.7) 56.9 (2.6)
Has landline access 0.69 (0.49-0.98) 21.1(2.5) 43.1 (2.6)
Social and cultural networks
Type of social/cultural activity last 3 months
Community interest activities
Not involved 1.00 20.0 (2.3) 69.8 (2.2)
Involved in community activities 1.64 (1.19-2.25) 41.7 (4.9) 30.2 (2.2)
Sports/physical participation
Did not participate 1.00 19.6 (1.8) 59.6 (3.2)
Participated in sports/physical activity 1.33 (2168) 36.9 (4.8) 40.4 (3.2)
Sporting carnival attendance
Did not attend 1.00 17.4 (1.8) 48.2 (2.6)
Attended sports carnival 1.50 (1.10-2.04) 35.1(4.3) 51.8 (2.6)
Funeral attendance
Did not attend 1.00 14.1 (2.0) 25.0 (1.6)
Attended funeral 1.82 (1.21-2.72) 30.7 (3.6) 75.0 (1.6)
Other clan members in community
No 1.00 14.1 (3.6) 21.6 (2.2)
Yes - have other clan members 1.38 (0.83-2.31) 0 @09) 77.1(2.4)
Don't know 2.45 (1.20-4.99) 28.1(9.4) 1.3(0.4)
Social and community safety
Types of community problems
Community youth gang problems 1.49 (1.15-1.94) 40.0 (3.9) 48.0 (4.1)
Community alcohol problems 2.21 (1.39-3.53) 39.0(3.9) 54.2 (3.5)
Community physical assault problems 2.42 (1.833.19 46.1(3.8) 41.5 (4.8)
Victim of physical/threatened violence
Not a victim 1.00 22.5(2.7) 77.0 (1.3)
Has been victim 1.81 (1.36-2.40) 40.4 (5.0) 23.0 (1.3)
Health and health behaviours
Self-assessed health status
Excellent 1.00 22.7 (4.0) 15.4 (1.3)
Very good 1.77 (1.10-2.86) 32.1(3.9) 27.1(1.6)
Good 1.22 (0.75-1.98) 24.0 (2.7) 35.8 (1.9)
Fair 1.55 (0.85-2.84) 26.9 (3.4) 15.0 (0.9)
Poor 1.89 (1.02-3.48) 26.6 (6.5) 6.6 (0.8)
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1 Estimates from RADL may differ from published Anadian Bureau of Statistics estimates and thoseainlel4.8 due to
perturbation of the data by the Australian Burea8tetistics to ensure confidentiality
2 OR = odds ratio, 95% CI| = 95% confidence intervalodds ratio
NOTE: Weighted data N, 68,672 (18 years and over non-remote)
Unweighted data,goe=3,753
Population distribution for each variable may swin to 100 due to rounding

The final multivariable model for the non-remotengde of the 2002 NATSISS is presented
in Table 4.12. There was significant variation betw the states and territories with all
jurisdictions reporting more gambling related pesbs compared with Western Australia.
Female respondents and those living in housesallitindigenous residents were more likely
to report gambling problems (ORs of 1.59 (1.16-p.and 1.68 (1.11-2.53) respectively).
One socioeconomic variable, personal income, resaiiim the model with respondents in the
highest personal income category (2.45 (1.52-3.9&pprting higher levels of gambling
problems than people in the lowest income categbwo variables reflecting social, work
and family networks, attending a sporting event dming involved in an Indigenous
organisations were positively associated with repgrmy gambling related problems (ORs
of 1.61 (1.12-2.32) and 1.76 (1.19-2.62) respebtjvéndigenous respondents who reported
community problems with break-ins and theft (1.7121-2.41)), and family violence were
significantly more likely to report gambling reldtgoroblems. Respondents’ self-reported
health was associated with reported gambling prebl@nd this relationship was non-linear.

Table 4.12 Multivariate models for reported gambling probletmsligenous population living in non-
remoteregions (major cities, inner and outer regionahay¢2002 NATSISS)

Gambling Population
Model NR1 Problems' distribution
OR (95% ClI) % (SE) % (SE)
Australia - 10.2 (0.7) 100.0
Regional
State/Territory
Western Australia 1.00 4.4 (1.4) 10.2 (0.3)
New South Wales 2.83(1.31-6.13) 11.1(1.4) 38.4 (0.6)
Victoria 4.02 (1.83-8.86) 14.4(1.8) 8.6 (0.2)
Queensland 2.85(1.45-5.62) 11.0(1.6) 27.5(0.6)
South Australia 5.16 (2.27-11.7) 17.9 (2.5) 5.9 (0.1)
Northern Territory 6.06 (1.67-21.9) 17.3(5.9) 3.1(0.3)
Australian Capital Territory/Tasmania 2.43 (1.075.5 7.9 (1.1) 6.3 (0.2)
Demographic
Gender of respondent
Male 1.00 8.4 (1.0) 47.2 (0.3)
Female 1.59 (1.16-2.17) 13.4(1.2) 52.8 (0.3)
Household composition
Mixed Indigenous and non-Indigenous 1.00 8.5 (1.1) 45.2 (1.7)
All Indigenous 1.68 (1.11-2.53) 13.2(1.2) 54.8 (1.7)
Socioeconomic status
Personal income (gross per week)
$0-185 [£'- 3% decile] 1.00 8.8 (1.3) 29.6 (1.3)
$186-230 [4' - 5" decile] 1.02 (0.59-1.76) 9.7 (1.9) 15.7 (0.9)
$231-380 [ - 7" decile] 1.13 (0.71-1.79) 11.6 (1.6) 20.3 (1.0)
$381-690 [& - 9" decile] 1.05 (0.68-1.63) 9.8 (1.4) 21.1(1.1)
$691+ [1d" decile] 2.45(1.52-3.95) 17.9 (3.0) 13.3(1.1)
Social and cultural networks
Sporting carnival attendance
Did not attend 1.00 78.9 (1.3)
Attended sports carnival 1.61 (1.12-2.32) 18.5(1.8) 21.1(1.3)
Involved in Indigenous organisation:
Was not involved 1.00 8.3 (0.8) 72.5(1.4)
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Gambling Population
Model NR1 Problems’ distribution

OR (95% ClI) % (SE) % (SE)
Involved in Indigenous organisation 1.76 (1.19-2.62 18.1(1.9) 275 (1.4)
Community problems
Community problems identified
No theft or break-ins 1.00 7.9 (0.8) 55.8 (1.5)
Theft and break-ins 1.71 (1.21-2.41) 15.0(1.4) 44.2 (1.5)
Community problems identified
No family violence 1.00 9.7 (0.8) 86.3 (1.1)
Family violence 1.68 (1.17-2.41) 19.7 (2.4) 13.7 (1.1)
Health and behaviour
Self-assessed health status
Excellent 1.00 8.2 (2.0) 16.3 (1.1)
Very good 0.99 (0.49-2.03) 9.5(1.3) 25.5(1.2)
Good 1.75 (0.87-3.53) 13.3 (1.7) 31.7 (1.3)
Fair 1.79 (0.91-3.54) 13.2 (2.0) 18.9 (1.0)
Poor 0.98 (0.46-2.06) 8.0 (1.5) 7.7 (0.6)

1 Estimates from RADL may differ from published Anadian Bureau of Statistics estimates and thoseainlel4.8 due to
perturbation of the data by the Australian Burea8tatistics to ensure confidentiality
NOTE: Weighted data Nn.remotz= 176,008 (18 years and over non-remote)
Unweighted datapn.remotz 4,613
Population distribution for each variable may swin to 100 due to rounding

4.3.3.2 NATSIHS (2004/5) results (non-remote)

The final multivariable model for the non-remotemgde of the 2004/5 NATSIHS is
presented in Table 4.13. Variables relating to comiby problems and participation in
social/cultural activities that remained in the 200ATSISS multivariable models were not
available for analysis in the 2004/5 NATSIHS. Irehgus female respondents (1.64 (1.17-
2.29)) were more likely to report gambling relapgdblems compared with male respondents.
Three socioeconomic variables were significantlysoasmted with reported gambling
problems. Indigenous people who were renting (81036-6.62)) or purchasing (2.36 (1.01-
5.56)) their homes reported significantly more ghngbproblems than those who owned
their own homes. Household equivalised income hadralinear association with reported
gambling problems, with respondents in the highesbtme quintile (2.68 (1.35-5.35)) and
those in the ¥ income quintile (1.67 (1.04-2.68)) reporting agher levels than those in the
lowest household income quintile. Indigenous respois who ran out money in the two
weeks prior to the survey (1.58 (1.07-2.33)) wererenlikely to report gambling related
problems. Respondents who had other clan membeng in their community (2.21 (1.55-
3.16)) were significantly more likely to report ghling problems, and people who were
removed from their families (1.99 (1.40-2.81)) aleported significantly more gambling
related problems.

Table 4.13 Multivariate models for reported gambling probledmsligenous population living in non-
remoteregions (major cities, inner and outer regionaha)y€2004/5 NATSIHS)

Gambling Population
Model NR2 Problems distribution
Explanatory variable OR (95% CI) % (SE) % (SE)
Australia - 11.2 (0.8) 100.0
Demographic
Gender
Male 1.00 8.8 (1.1) 46.7 (0.8)
Female 1.64 (1.17-2.29) 13.3(1.1) 53.3(0.8)
Socioeconomic status
Tenure type
Owner: no mortgage 1.00 3.4 (1.1) 9.4 (1.0)
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Gambling Population
Model NR2 Problems® distribution

Explanatory variable OR (95% CI) % (SE) % (SE)
Owner: mortgage 2.36 (1.01-5.56) 9.6 (1.9) 22.1(1.4)
Renter 3.01 (1.36-6.62) 12.8 (1.0) 68.5 (1.7)

Household equivalised income quintiles
Lowest quintile 1.00 10.2(1.2) 33.3(1.4)
2" quintile 1.67 (1.04-2.68) 13.9(2.3) 20.0 (1.2)
3 quintile 1.09 (0.60-1.99) 8.5(1.9) 16.2 (1.2)
4" quintile 1.56 (0.87-2.80) 11.2 (2.5) 10.6 (1.1)
Highest quintile 2.68 (1.35-5.35) 19.7 (4.8) 5.8 (0.8)
Household income unknown 1.07 (0.57-2.04) 9.2 (2.2) 14.2 (1.1)

Money stress last 2 weeks
Did not run out of money 1.00 9.6 (0.9) 75.411.1
Ran out of money 1.58 (1.07-2.33) 15.9 (1.9) 24.6 (1.1)

Social networks and culture
Other clan members in community

No 1.00 6.4 (0.9) 50.3 (1.7)

Yes - have other clan members 2.21 (1.55-3.16)16.2 (1.4) 45.7 (1.6)

Don't know 2.04 (0.70-6.01) 14.2 (6.0) 3.9 (1.0
Member of stolen generation

Was not removed 1.00 7.2 (0.9) 41.9 (1.7)

Removed from family 1.99 (1.40-2.81) 17.5(1.6) 39.3(1.4)

Refused to answer 0.85 (0.49-1.49) 6.8 (1.3) (BB

1 Estimates from RADL may differ from published Aadian Bureau of Statistics estimates and thoseainlel4.8 due to
perturbation of the data by the Australian Burea8tatistics to ensure confidentiality
NOTE: Weighted data Nn.remot= 184,404 (18 years and over non-remote)
Unweighted dataph.remotz= 3,373
Population distribution for each variable may swin to 100 due to rounding

4.3.3.3 GSS (2002 and 2006)

The final multivariable model for the 2002 GSS (fmwn-remote regions) is presented in
Table 4.14. Compared with Western Australia, alheotstates had significantly higher
reported gambling problems. Respondent age wasciagsd with reporting gambling
problems, with reported levels peaking in the 25y&ér-old category then decreasing as
people aged. Variables pertaining to socioeconastatus remaining in the multivariable
model included tenure type, household equivalisedrme, highest educational attainment,
and experience of cash flow problems. Respondehts were renters (1.94 (1.18-3.18))
reported more gambling related problems compareith Wiose who own their house.
Household equivalised income had a non-linear aassoc with reported gambling problems
with respondents in the™3(1.99 (1.23-3.23)) and highest (1.64 (1.10-2.4§jintile
significantly more likely to report gambling probis than those in the lowest income
quintile. Compared with respondents who had a digl@r higher, those with a certificate I-
IV (1.55 (1.02-2.36)) and year 12 level (1.51 (2222)) education were significantly more
likely to report gambling problems. Respondents velxperienced two or more cash flow
problems in the last 12 months to the survey (21226-3.38)) reported significantly more
gambling problems than those who experienced nb €lasv problems. Participation in
sports/physical activity (1.32 (1.00-1.74)) and ngeia victim of physical or threatened
violence (2.02 (1.46-2.79)) both showed a significpositive association with reported
gambling problems. Lastly, self-reported health vébd a significant association with
reported gambling problems, with respondents witbcgor less health reporting higher levels
than those reporting their health as excellent.
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Table 4.14 Multivariate models for gambling problems: Totalpolation living in non-remoteegions
(major cities, inner and outer regional areas) P2G&S)

Gambling Population
Model NR3 Problems distribution
OR (95% CI) % (SE) % (SE)
Australia - 3.5(0.2) 100.0
Regional
State/Territory
Western Australia 1.00 1.4 (0.2) 9.8 (0.0)
New South Wales 3.48 (2.33-5.20) 4.1 (0.4) 33.8 (0.0)
Victoria 3.10 (2.03-4.73) 3.7 (0.4) 25.2 (0.0)
Queensland 2.97 (1.94-4.53) 3.5(0.5) 7.8 (0.0)
South Australia 2.11 (1.32-3.37) 3.1(0.4) 18.6 (0.0)
Northern Territory 1.91 (1.18-3.09) 3.2 (0.6) 0.7 (0.0)
Australian Capital Territory/Tasmania 2.47 (1.7333.5 3.1(0.3) 4.0 (0.0)
Demographic
Age (years)
18-24 1.00 4.0 (0.6) 13.1 (0.0)
25-34 1.56 (1.04-2.32) 5.6 (0.5) 20.0 (0.0)
35-44 1.18 (0.78-1.78) 4.1 (0.5) 20.2 (0.0)
45-54 0.90 (0.55-1.50) 3.0 (0.4) 18.2 (0.0)
55 or more 0.65 (0.31-1.36) 1.5(0.3) 28.4 (0.0)
Socioeconomic status
Tenure type
Owner: no mortgage 1.00 1.7 (0.3) 38.2 (0.5)
Owner: mortgage 1.64 (0.94-2.87) 4.0 (0.4) 30.6)(
Renter 1.94 (1.18-3.18) 5.3(0.4) 27.3(0.6)
Household equivalised income quintiles
Lowest quintile 1.00 3.0 (0.4) 19.6 (0.6)
2" quintile 0.94 (0.63-1.40) 2.7 (0.3) 18.7 (0.5)
3 quintile 1.99 (1.23-3.23) 5.0 (0.8) 18.9 (0.4)
4™ quintile 1.43 (0.99-2.06) 3.6 (0.4) 19.8 (0.5)
Highest quintile 1.64 (1.10-2.45) 3.6 (0.3) 22.9 (0.6)
Highest educational attainment
Diploma /degree / postgraduate 1.00 2.8(0.4) 24.6 (0.6)
Certificate 1-4 1.55 (1.02-2.36) 4.0 (0.6) 17.4 (0.5)
Year 12 1.51 (1.02-2.22) 4.1 (0.5) 18.4 (0.4)
Year 11 1.46 (0.85-2.50) 4.1 (0.7) 6.7 (0.3)
Year 10 or below 1.51 (0.97-2.35) 3.2(0.3) 32.9)
Cash flow problems in last 12 months
None 1.00 2.7 (0.2) 79.9 (0.4)
One 1.35 (0.93-1.96) 4.4 (0.6) 9.0 (0.3)
Two or more 2.22 (1.46-3.38) 8.7 (1.1) 11.1 (0.4)
Social factors
Participation in social/sports activities
Did not participate 1.00 3.0(0.3) 36.0 (0.6)
Participated in sports 1.32 (1.00-1.74) 3.7(0.2) 64.0(0.6)
Victim of threatened/physical violence
No threatened/physical violence 1.00 3.0(0.2) 91.0 (0.3)
Victim of threatened/physical violence 2.02 (1.48% 8.1 (0.9) 9.0 (0.3)
Health
Self-reported health
Excellent 1.00 2.6 (0.4) 25.6 (0.5)
Very good 1.45 (0.97-2.18) 3.7 (0.3) 33.6 (0.6)
Good 1.86 (1.17-2.93) 3.8 (0.5) 24.9 (0.5)
Fair 1.82 (1.05-3.15) 3.1(0.5) 11.3 (0.3)
Poor 3.95 (2.00-7.80) 5.5(1.2) 4.6 (0.2)

1 Estimates from RADL may differ from published Anadian Bureau of Statistics estimates and thoseainlel4.8 due to
perturbation of the data by the Australian BureaStatistics to ensure confidentiality
NOTE: Weighted data Nn.remotz= 13,025,549 (18 years and over nhon-remote)
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Unweighted datagnremot= 14,271
Population distribution for each variable may swin to 100 due to rounding

The final multivariable model for the 2006 GSS (fawn-remote regions) is presented in
Table 4.15. Consistent with the 2002 GSS model, pgoed with Western Australia, all
jurisdictions reported levels of gambling probleBa8 times higher. Respondents aged 18-45
reported significantly higher levels of gamblingpblems than older respondents (55 or more
years), peaking in the 25-34 year-olds (2.77 (4&3)). The only socioeconomic variable in
the model was cash flow problems and as with tf@22@odel, people experiencing two or
more cash flow problems (2.43 (1.63-3.61)) moreljikto report gambling problems than
those reporting no cash flow problems.

Table 4.15 Multivariate models for gambling problems: Totalpplation living in non-remotesgions
(major cities, inner and outer regional areas) (2G&S)

Gambling Population
Model NR4 Problems distribution®
OR (95% ClI) % (SE) % (SE)
Australia 3.2(0.2)
Regional
State/Territory
Western Australia 1.00 1.5(0.4) 9.7 (0.0)
New South Wales 2.39 (1.26-4.53) 3.3(0.5) 33.5(0.1)
Victoria 2.40 (1.30-4.41) 3.2(0.5) 25.1(0.1)
Queensland 2.35(1.35-4.12) 3.6 (0.5) 7.7 (0.0)
South Australia 2.59 (1.47-4.55) 3.6 (0.5) 19.3 (0.1)
Northern Territory 2.58 (1.57-4.25) 4.5(0.6) 0.7 (0.0)
Australian Capital Territory/Tasmania 2.36 (1.323.2 3.2 (0.3) 4.0 (0.0)
Demographic
Age (years)
18-24 1.86 (1.13-3.06) 4.0 (0.9) 12.7 (0.0)
25-34 2.77 (1.69-4.53) 4.3 (0.6) 18.4 (0.1)
35-44 2.67 (1.63-4.36) 4.0 (0.4) 19.5 (0.0)
45-54 2.56 (1.41-4.65) 3.7 (0.7) 18.3 (0.1)
55 or more 1.00 1.3(0.2) 31.1 (0.0)
Socioeconomic status
Cash flow problems in last 12 months
None 1.00 2.3(0.2) 82.2 (0.5)
One 1.64 (0.99-2.73) 4.8 (1.0) 7.9 (0.3)
Two or more 2.43(1.63-3.61) 8.6 (1.0) 9.9 (0.4)
Social factors
Participation in social/sports activities
Did not participate 1.00 2.7 (0.2) 65.8 (0.6)
Participated in sports/recreational 1.41 (1.0821.8 4.0(0.4) 34.2 (0.6)
Participation in social/sports activities
Did not attend 1.00 2.9 (0.3) 85.0 (0.4)
Attended arts heritage or craft group 1.55 (1.GBBY. 4.5 (0.7) 15.0 (0.4)
Victim of threatened/physical violence
No threatened/physical violence 1.00 2.4(0.2) 89.2 (0.4)
Victim of threatened/physical violence 2.97 (2.164 9.8 (1.0) 10.8 (0.4)
Health
Self-reported health
Excellent 1.00 2.5(0.5) 23.3(0.5)
Very good 1.12 (0.67-1.86) 2.7 (0.3) 34.3 (0.5)
Good 1.62 (1.02-2.58) 4.0 (0.5) 26.6 (0.6)
Fair 1.69 (0.88-3.26) 3.5(0.8) 11.2 (0.4)
Poor 1.92 (0.91-4.03) 4.1(1.1) 4.6 (0.3)
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1 Estimates from RADL may differ from published Anadian Bureau of Statistics estimates and thoseainlel4.8 due to
perturbation of the data by the Australian Burea8tetistics to ensure confidentiality
NOTE: Weighted data Nn-remotz= 15,307,066 (18 years and over non-remote)
Unweighted dataph.remotz= 13,375
Population distribution for each variable may swin to 100 due to rounding

4.4. Summary

1. The factor analyses of the NLES showed thatbdjag problems situate with other items
relating to the social transgression factor. Thiestuded: witness to violence, abuse and
violent crime, alcohol and drug related problemsd a&aving trouble with the police.
Significantly, the same pattern of associationsuoed for the general population as the
Indigenous population, so gambling problems sihiritthis domain (social transgressions)
for the entire population and is not specific tdigenous or non-Indigenous people.

2. There is great variation in reported gamblinglbpems by jurisdiction and remoteness for
the indigenous population. The NT, Qld and SA hhighest reported gambling problems.
Significantly, respondents living in remote regiansall jurisdictions except NSW reported
more gambling problems than people living in nomo& regions. Estimates of reported
gambling problems were also significantly highehrée to four times) amongst the
Indigenous population living in non-remote regiotsmpared with the general population.

3. The significant correlates for the Indigenoupydation fall under the domains of regional,
demographic, socioeconomic, social networks, soarad community safety, and health.
Socioeconomic factors were less important in remeggons compared with non-remote
regions. For example, individual income and houkkEhimcome were independently
associated with gambling problems in non-remoteoreggfor the 2002 and 2004/5 surveys
respectively, but not for the remote analysis. iBigdtion in social and cultural activities was
more important for remote areas with participatiothese activities independently associated
with higher levels of reported gambling problems.

4. Socioeconomic variables were more importantham @nalyses of the general population
with the variables of income, educational attaintreemd tenure type (home ownership) all
having independent associations with reported gagigroblems. The variables showing an
independent association with reported gambling lprab remained relatively consistent
between the 2002 and 2006 analyses. Participaticsocial and cultural events were also
significant factors for the general population athwhe Indigenous population, highlighting
the social nature of gambling as an activity onfaf entertainment.

These finding will be discussed in more detail lma@ter 5.
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions

5.1 Scope of discussion
The results of three groups of analyses were predem Chapter 4. These included:

1. Estimates of reported gambling problems for eaatesind territory by remoteness for
both the Indigenous (2002 and 2004/5) and genegailption (2002 and 2006).

2. A factor analysis to identify associations betwegambling problems and other
negative life events items for both the Indigen¢2802 and 2004/5) and general
population (2002 and 2006).

3. Logistic regression to identify independent comedaof reported gambling problems
for both the Indigenous (2002 and 2004/5) and gemeapulation (2002 and 2006).

This discussion examines each of these analysssparate sections below. This is followed
by respective sections on the limitations of thalgsis, policy challenges, and further
research. The six sections are as follows:

Section 5.2 Estimates of reported gambling problems

Section 5.3 Situating gambling problems with othegative life events
Section 5.4 Independent correlates of reported gagproblems
Section 5.5 Limitations to the analyses

Section 5.6 Reducing gambling-related harm

Section 5.7 Further research

5.2 Estimates of reported gambling problems

Estimates of reported gambling problems were apigldor 2002 and 2004/5 for the

Indigenous population and for 2002 and 2006 fordghgeeral population. It is important to

note that absolute estimates are not strictly coatpa between the 2002 NATSISS and the
2004/5 NATSIHS due to the differing survey contewhich may have influenced how

respondents answered the NLES. Comparable longaludistimates will be available after

the next NATSISS in 2008 and the next NATSIHS inl@0That said, there existed

significant variation in reported gambling problebetween the states and territories for all
surveys, and was most notable for the surveys efltkdigenous population. Repeated for
convenience, Table 5.1 shows the estimates of tegh@ambling problems by jurisdiction

and remoteness for the Indigenous population (seeTable 4.9).

The NT, SA, and Qld had the highest levels of reggbgambling problems in both 2002 and
2004/05, and significantly the Indigenous populated these three jurisdictions comprises
approximately 45% of the total Indigenous populatibhe reasons these jurisdictions are so
high relates to the extremely high levels of repdrgambling problems amongst the remote
population. Indeed, estimates for 2004/05 showeeigdly similar patterns to those observed
in 2002, with Qld, SA and the NT reporting signaittly higher estimates in remote regions
compared with non-remote regions.
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Tableb5.1 Estimates of reported gambling problems by judsdin for the Indigenous population

2002 NATSISS! 2004/5 NATSIHS?

Remote Non-remote Total Remote Non-remote Total

% (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)
Western Australia  13.2 (2.9) 3.6(1.2) 8.1(1.5) 10.1(2.1) 12.3(3.5) 11.1(2.0)
New South Wales 8.7 (2.3) 10.3(1.3) 10.2(1.2) 0 (8.0) 11.1 (1.6) 10.8 (1.5)
Victoria - 13.3(1.6) 13.3(1.6) - 8.3(1.5) 8BY)
Queensland 37.1(10.7) 10.7 (1.6) 17.4(2.9) %) 12.3(1.7) 14.0 (1.5)
South Australia 19.3 (5.4) 16.5(2.3) 17.2(2.2) 21.3(3.5) 14.1(2.1) 15.8(1.8)
Northern Territory 31.9 (4.1) 11.4 (2.9) 28.4 (1.4) 27.5(3.1) 8.3)2 24.5 (2.6)
ACT/Tasmania - 79(1.1) 7.9(1.1) - 8.4 (1.4) 8.4(1.4)
Australia 26.4 (3.2) 10.2 (0.7) 14.6 (1.0) 19.4 (1.6) 11.2 (0.8) 13.5(0.7)

1 NATSISS estimates sourced from Australian Buref@tatistics publications (data cubes), exceptAQT/Tasmania
which were derived from the NATSISS CURF accessedhdaABS RADL.
2 NATSIHS estimates obtained from a customised raliah Bureau of Statistics tables

Reported levels of gambling problems in remote aegiwere consistently and markedly
higher than reported in the non-remote regions. dhly exception was NSW, which in
2004/5 reported significantly higher estimates amsnemote regions compared with remote
regions and was the only jurisdiction where thiswhae case for both the 2002 and 2004/5
survey. However, absolute estimates for NSW teriddazk lower than most other states and
territories. Even so, reported gambling problemsomgn the non-remote Indigenous
population for all jurisdictions is still considéilg higher than for their non-Indigenous
counterparts. This raises two key questions. Rirsy; are reported gambling problems higher
among the Indigenous population compared with thieetpl population? Second, why are
reported gambling problems higher in remote congbai¢éh non-remote regions?

In terms of the first question, Chapter 2 of thepart has already painted a picture of the
inferior living condition and life chances that Igdnous people experience in Australia. This
gross level of social and economic disadvantageirectly associated with high levels of
social problems. This issue will be discussed frrih the context of the results of the factor
analysis of the NLES and the correlated of gambtigted problems, both of which identify
associations between gambling problems and therglelneng conditions and opportunities
available to Indigenous people in Australia.

In terms of the second question, it is clear (Caag) the Indigenous disadvantage is most
severe in remote regions where service deliveghalenged and employment opportunities
are most limited. A higher level of a range of sbg@roblems may be expected in remote
areas. However, in the gambling context, thereaanember of possible reasons why people
from remote regions reported high levels of gamplielated problems. First, in a
methodological sense, it may be that the survegsestimate reported gambling problems in
remote areas. Many Indigenous people living in temmegions of Australia live in small
communities (i.e. <500 people) and it is not knowhether respondents from these
communities are simply talking about the same pergloen answering the NLES. This point
is even more significant when considering the odanectedness between Indigenous people
because of the kinship system that still operatesast remote regions of Australia (Austin-
Broos, 2003). However, given the diversity of ligiarrangements that Indigenous people live
in and the random sampling strategies employechbyAtustralian Bureau of Statistics, the
estimates should be relatively robust. Additionaltyis important to note that whilst the
figures may be inflated, this should not distracinf the fact that problems were identified.
Second, the level of reported gambling problems neéate to the type of gambling engaged
in. In remote areas, card games are the dominamt fwhile regulated gambling, particularly
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EGM play, is more available in the urban centreg &Wuld speculate that, based on these
results, cards are more problematic. However, WhAjclw has no EGMs outside the
Burswood casino, still has relatively lower levelsremote gambling problems, suggesting
regulated opportunities (i.e. EGMs, TABS, Keno) anfluential in affecting levels of
gambling problems, particularly given the very highiels of Indigenous intrastate mobility.
Indigenous people living in remote communities élaegularly to larger urban centres for a
myriad of reasons including gambling (Memmot et 2004). Therefore, reported problems
could refer to card games or regulated gamblingrban centres, or a combination of these.
There is some evidence from the NT to suggestdtiate people from remote communities
get stranded in town when they run out of moneyictwhs often spent on gambling and
alcohol (Paterson, 2008). Similarly in north Quéand, research has shown that people often
travel to larger urban centres to purchase alcaimal gamble (McKnight, 2001; Martin,
1993). Speculation aside, we will only really knaviny reported gambling problems are
higher in remote areas through further researclchvikplores Indigenous gambling patterns
and outcomes in these areas, which in themseledsighly diverse.

5.3 Situating gambling problemswith other negative life events

The factor analyses revealed a consistent patttmelen NLES items for the Indigenous and
non-Indigenous population for all surveys (i.e. 20BATSISS remote and non-remote,
2004/5 NATSIHS and the 2002 and 2006 GSS). Threeadts were clearly distinguishable
and included items relating to (1) social transgj@s and breakdown, (2) social/economic
loss and alienation, and (3) health and wellbedgmbling problems were clearly situated
with indicators of social breakdown and transg@ssncluding witness to violence, abuse or
violent crime, alcohol or drug related problems aramlble with the police. While these
indicators were significantly higher for the Indigeis population, the patterning of their
relationships was consistent between remote andearnpte regions, and for Indigenous and
non-Indigenous population. This finding is sigreiit because it suggests that harm
associated with gambling could be lessened througtiatives that improve social
functioning and wellbeing, not only for Indigenopeople who experience the affects most
acutely, but throughout the entire population.

5.4 Independent correlates of reported gambling problems

The multivariable adjusted analyses revealed redagambling problems to be significantly
associated with state/territory of reporting, denaphic, socioeconomic, social
connectedness, and social/community safety vasafde both the Indigenous and non-
Indigenous population and remote and non-remotl/ses with minor variations in variable
representation.

5.4.1 Jurisdiction effects

In all analyses (Indigenous and general populatexgept the non-remote analysis of the
2004/5 NATSIHS, there was significant multivarialaldjusted variation between states and
territories. The most notable difference was thaarly all states and territories reported
significantly higher multivariable adjusted estiemtof gambling problems compared with
WA. This may be due to the fact that WA does natehBGMs located outside of the casino
(i.e. no community EGM venues), EGMs being the faifrgambling most associated with
problem gambling (McMillen & Doran, 2006; Petry, @) Productivity Commission, 1999;
Young & Stevens, 2009; Young, Stevens, & MorriD@0
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5.4.2 Household structure and crowding

The 2002 NATSISS remote analysis identified houkkhstructure as an important
independent correlate of reported gambling prob)enith three-family households reporting
more problems, a finding attributable to overcrawgdiin these houses. The background
information given in Chapter 2 supports this firglim that Indigenous people living in
remote and very remote areas experience consigenaitter levels of crowding compared
with Indigenous (and non-Indigenous) people livingnon-remote areas. Overcrowding has
been a near endemic feature of remote Indigenoosncmities for decades (Jones, 1994,
1999; Neutze, Sanders, & Jones, 2000), and thisrhpkcations for both mental (Evans,
1992; Gove, 1979) and physical health (Bailie et2005). The non-remote analysis for the
Indigenous population also identified a variablltieg to household structure (i.e. whether
the residents of the household were all Indigerwusixed Indigenous and non-Indigenous).
This variable may reflect Indigenous multi-familguseholds and higher levels of crowding
associated with these households, although fuahalysis would be required to identify if all
Indigenous households were more crowded than nmheedeholds. Household structure was
not a significant independent correlate of gambfngblems in the analyses of the 2002 and
2006 GSS.

5.4.3 Gender and age

Gender was a significant independent correlateaailing problems in one model only (i.e.

the 2004/5 NATSIHS non-remote analysis), with fessateporting more gambling related

problems. Reasons why Indigenous females livingnam-remote areas reported more
gambling problems may reflect gender-based difieenin access to, or participation in,

gambling activities. While this is speculative, tt@dence from the literature in Chapter 2
indicates that Indigenous females are more likelpdrticipate in gambling than males and
spend a significant amount of time doing so (Aboag Health & Medical Research Council

of NSW, 2007; Holden et al., 1996; McKnight, 2002aterson, 2006; Young et al., 2007;
Young et al., 2006). While EGMs may be suggestegtadotally as the cause of problems, we
need more information on the sorts of gambling @ssencountered by Indigenous urban
women. Age was not significantly associated withoréed gambling problems in any of the

analyses of the Indigenous population, but showsgy@ificant independent association for
both the 2002 and 2006 GSS, with reported gamigioglems less common amongst people
over 55 years of age.

5.4.4 Socioeconomic status

Socioeconomic variables were more prominent in nbe-remote analyses for both the
Indigenous and general population. Personal andéimid income was associated with
reported gambling problems in non-remote regionstfe 2002 and 2004/5 Indigenous
surveys respectively, but not in remote regionsligenous people living in houses in the
highest income quintile reported more problems tise in lower income households. The
association for the general population (2002 G88icated that people in the highest income
quintile and those in the third income quintile sgpg more problems than those in the
lowest income quintile. The non-significant asstioia between income and gambling
problems in remote locations is most likely atttdhle to the lack of income variation

amongst Indigenous people living in these regiomsAastralia (i.e. the majority of

Indigenous people living in remote locations aresome type of government benefit - see
Chapter 2). Conversely, it reflects greater vasiatin income distribution of Indigenous

people living in non-remote parts of Australia. lieyva land line telephone has been shown

Indigenous gambling 59



to be associated with socioeconomic advantage ashémgjgenous households (Young et al.,
2007; Young, Morris, Barnes, Stevens, & Paters0062, and may represent a broader social
status not measured by income alone. In remoteomeg(2002 NATSISS analysis) the
variable indicating whether the household had @ lame telephone did show a significant
independent association with gambling problems, sl association indicated that these
houses reported less gambling problems than thitkewt a telephone.

Two socioeconomic variables (i.e. tenure type aashcflow problems in the previous 12
months) had independent associations with gamigioplems for Indigenous people living
in non-remote areas but not in remote areas. Tgamaeflects the differing socioeconomic
circumstances for Indigenous people living in regnabhd non-remote regions. There was
more overlap in socioeconomic variables betweengieeral population and Indigenous
population in non-remote areas. Specifically, peattnousehold income, tenure type and
having cash flow problems all showed independesba@ation with gambling problems for
the Indigenous population (2002 and 2004/5 non-teranalyses) and the general population
(2002 and 2006 non-remote analyses). Higher incbowseholds tended to report more
gambling problems than lower income householdsplgecenting or purchasing their own
home reported more problems compared with owneupmecs who had no mortgage, and
people who experienced cash flow problems also wene likely to report gambling related
problems. This finding may reflect crowding as hemisvith more people living in them tend
to locate in the upper housing income quintile eatler than the income being importaet

se it may be the greater numbers of the peoplearhtiuse increasing a persons likelihood of
being affected by a gambling problem.

The association between personal income and gagnpiimblems present in the 2004/5 non-
remote analysis for the Indigenous population iatid that people in the highest income
decile ($691 or more per week) were more likelyeport gambling problems than all other

income groups. This finding is unusual as repogachbling problems using another measure
of socioeconomic status of owning a home had tiae$b estimates of gambling problems
compared with renters and people still paying béfit homes. Confounding these findings is
that we can not be sure that the people themsaleesxperiencing the problems or whether
they are being affected by someone else’s gambdidditionally, Indigenous people (mostly

in remote locations) gain status by giving to oshand it may be that people with higher
incomes are imposed upon more regularly by relatiyaistin-Broos, 2003); though no firm

explanation can be made as we do not know the enaitithe gambling problem being

reported. Respondent’s level of education showethdependent association with reported
gambling problems in the 2002 GSS analysis onlih weople with less than a diploma level
more likely to report gambling related problems.uéation did not show an independent
association with reported gambling problems in afithe analyses of the Indigenous surveys.

5.4.5 Social connectedness

People who were more socially connected (measuyedttendance/participation in sports,
community special interest groups, funeral attendaindigenous organisation, and having
other clan members in community) reported more diagpiproblems. This was consistent for
the Indigenous and non-Indigenous population aealy3here are a number of possible
reasons for this. First, people who attend spesiahts may have more opportunity to gamble
and therefore more likely to experience gamblingbfgms. Second, people attending these
events may have larger social networks and are mhau® likely to know someone with
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gambling problems. Unfortunately, there is no wayusther explaining this result, though
the finding does suggest that places where peopét (e.g. sporting and community events)
may be good places to promote gambling awarenessducational campaigns. Furthermore,
we do not know what types of gambling or types afopems people are experiencing. For
example, if the problems relate to children nohgeadequately cared for (Hunter, 1993) then
improved support services (e.g. child minding fées, safe houses) for families may go
some way to alleviating harm associated with gamgbliThis has particular relevance to
Indigenous people living in remote locations whavailability of services is often limited or
non-existent (Bailie et al, 2002).

5.4.6. Community problems

The association between community problems (thafhily violence, youth gangs, assault,
alcohol) and being a victim of threatened or phgisiolence with gambling problems is
consistent with the findings from the factor analy®f the NLES items, linking gambling
problems with social breakdown and transgressi@e® (section 5.3). This finding was
consistent in remote and non-remote settings amdele® Indigenous and non-Indigenous
people. A causal explanation can not be made regatde association until further research
is carried out assessing the relationship betweelence and gambling. Additionally, the
relationship between violence and gambling is {ikeéd be mediated by a number of
community-level factors. For example, Altman’s &%) study found gambling caused few
problems, findings contrasted with Hunter and Spard1988) work in communities in
north-west WA which identified a range of sociadamental health problems directly and
indirectly caused by gambling. Similarly, McKnigf®002) found that gambling problems
were exacerbated by chronic alcohol abuse in a aoritynlocated in the Gulf of Carpentaria
in Queensland. These studies highlight the vanation gambling outcomes between
individual communities with different attributes.dge size and location). These factors were
not measured or measured rather coarsely by the #iB%ys and may be confounding
factors reflected in the significant associationthwommunity problems. In short, there are a
range of community problems that are expressedfereht degrees in different contexts, and
these are likely to form a complex pattern of aggams that to date we understand poorly,
particularly in so far as relationships to gamblprgblems are involved.

5.4.7. Health

Self-reported health was significant associated wymbling problems in all the analyses
except the 2004/5 analysis for Indigenous peopiadiin non-remote locations. A possible
reason why the non-significance of self-reportedlthefor the 2004/5 survey is that this
survey is a health specific survey and the diffecamtent in the survey may have influenced
(in an unknown way) how people answered the NLEB\$ or the self-reported health item.
Generally, people who reported excellent healtlonteyl significantly lower gambling related
problems, although the association showed no dieear trend. For example, in the 2002
remote Indigenous analysis, people reporting vergdghealth were more likely to report
gambling problems, as were people with poor healtlh not people with good or fair health.
Conversely, the 2002 non-remote Indigenous anayysisved that people with good and fair
health to be reporting the highest levels of gantpfiroblems. In addition to the differences
between remote and non-remote for indigenous pedtipdeassociation between health and
gambling problems was inconsistent between the 20022006 GSS’s. The use of the self-
reported health item in Indigenous surveys has eestioned and the authors in an analysis
of the 1994 NATSIS cautioned on the reliability thiis item (Sibthorpe, Anderson, &
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Cunningham, 2001), which may go someway to expigitine inconsistent relationships seen
between it and gambling problems.

5.5 Limitationsto the analyses

While some of the caveats to the analyses havediseunssed in the previous section they are
given full treatment here. First, the NATSISS (2D@2d GSS (2002 and 2006) differ in
survey scope in that the GSS does not sample pexypéede of non-remote areas (major
cities, inner and outer regional). However, we wadske to stratify the Indigenous analyses by
remoteness which does allow for comparison actossame survey scope. Second, while
the 2004/5 NATSIHS samples both remote and non4emegions, the analyses using this
data were only carried out on the non-remote sardpke to data limitations. That is, the
Australian Bureau of Statistics had concerns alliffering methodology and accuracy of
data once data had been formatted for use in thBLR@ustralian Bureau of Statistics
2006). However, estimates for remote regions wble @ be presented as these were sourced
from ABS customised tables. It is important to nttat these estimates were significantly
higher in remote areas across Australia compardd man-remote regions. Therefore, even
though we could provide estimates of reported ganglgroblems, our analysis of the 2004/5
NATSIHS was unable to unpack potential differenicesorrelates for remote areas for this
survey.

Third, the Indigenous population exhibits signifitdneterogeneity by remoteness and this
also differs between the states and territories, @relates may also differ for different
communities. Because of this, while the stratifahlysis conducted for the 2002 NATSISS
enabled the identification of different correlatesremote and non-remote areas, there exists
the possibility of confounding through unmeasurediables. The most likely source of
confounding in the stratified analyses, particylafbr remote areas, is in community
variation. For example, MacDonald and Wombo (200@jed that the significance of
gambling varied considerably by community. While hBS goes to great effort in obtaining
random samples, this is extremely difficult whempling a minority population, and choices
inevitably need to be made about which communit@snclude or exclude and these
decisions could affect the accuracy of survey tesyparticularly when comparing two
different surveys or the same survey over time.dxample, the NT and WA have what are
referred to as town camps, which are discrete gribgs communities located within larger
urban centres. Residents living in these commumnitizave significantly different
characteristics to other Indigenous people livinguiban environments outside of the town
camps. For example, the housing in town camps isfefior quality and more likely to be
crowded compared with housing located in urban sagoutside of town camps (Bailie &
Runcie, 2001; Bailie et al., 2002; Stevens & Bai®02; Stevens, Stewart, Ulamari, &
Bailie, 2002).

Fourth, measurement error occurs when responderswea survey questions differently
based on differing perceptions of the meaning efgrvey questions. For example, a person
living in a community that has an entrenched orrimalised’ social problem such as
community violence may not perceive this to be @luthe ordinary and therefore may not
answer that their community is experiencing suabj@ms. That is, the social norms existing
in a community may influence a person responses Type of measurement error in the
example given would therefore deflate estimates@ated with community violence. The
significantly higher estimates of reported gamblprgblems for the Indigenous population
compared with the general population may also cefle some degree measurement error. As
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discussed previously, many Indigenous people,qaatily those living in discrete Indigenous
communities, have strong kinship ties which interect people both socially and
geographically (Austin-Broos, 2003). A questioniagkpeople if they know a family member
with a (gambling) problem would, because of theierconnectedness, be more likely to draw
an affirmative response. However, given the lanfferénces observed in reported gambling
problems between the Indigenous and general popujait is unlikely that all of this
difference is due to the interconnectedness betwedigenous people. Furthermore, as
outlined in Chapter 2, the socioeconomic positibindigenous people living in remote areas
of Australia is considerably lower that the Indigae population living in non-remote areas
and it is therefore likely due to the lower incontleat people are more likely to experience
problems related to gambling (e.g. running out ohey for essentials).

Fifth, we do not know what type of gambling is dagsthe problems. This is significant as
unregulated (card games) gambling is ubiquitousraysiothe Indigenous population across
Australia (see Chapter 3). The research coverdatidaniterature review was mixed in that
some research suggests that card games are aalgldtenign activity, while other research
highlighted the negative impacts it may have (faraple see Hunter and Spargo, 1988 and
McKnight, 2002). Additionally, the NLES item prowd no information on the types of
problems people were experiencing related to gamgblProblems identified through the
literature review included shortages of money &geatials, increased family and community
tensions (particularly between gamblers and nonbdens), physical and emotional neglect of
children, lower rates of school attendance by ceildand an eroding of Indigenous culture
and ritual with the weakening of kinship systemail{ips, 2003; McKnight, 2001, Hunter,
1993; Martin, 1993, Altman, 1985; Berndt and Beyd®46-7).

5.6 Reducing gambling-related harm

The multivariable analyses revealed that gamblielgted problems are associated with
geographic, demographic, socioeconomic factorsjedisas social connectedness, community
problems and self-reported health. Additionallye thctor analyses clearly situated gambling
problems as co-occurring with issues relating toiaddoreakdown and transgression. These
findings illustrate that gambling is closely tiexla range of social and environmental domains
that need to be considered when formulating hacoaton strategies. In other words,
simply construing gambling as an isolated phenomehat is causal of social problems is
somewhat limited and inaccurate. Gambling is preduley and produces social issues; it is
part of a complex of social relationships and psses. Harm reduction strategies, to be
effective, may need to include these broader cést&or example, the finding that crowded
households experienced more gambling-related pmoblesuggests that a reduction in
crowding may in turn lead to a reduction in gamiplproblems. In this context, the injection
of around $680 million into Indigenous housing e INT may indirectly reduce gambling
problems along with a range of other crowding-esatssues, although this will only be
effective in reducing gambling harm if levels obading are substantially reduced (Bailie et
al. 2005). In addition, the association between lgag problems and social
breakdown/transgression suggest that gamblingeldtarm could be reduced through
initiatives aimed at promoting community cohesiard avellbeing. The expansion of police
services to remote communities and alcohol bartsatbee introduced as part of the Northern
Territory Emergency Response may provide evidetmritathe mitigating effects of these
interventions on gambling outcomes over short tdiora term.
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The association between gambling problems and dittgnor participating in community
events would suggest that places where people soe&tlly may be good places to promote
awareness about the harms associated with gamBldditionally, there appears to be a need
to create more public education surrounding garglpioblems which would help to alleviate
any stigma associated with acknowledging persoaatlding problems. For example, the
literature review identified ‘shame’ (i.e. embasa®nt and guilt) as being a problem for
Indigenous people in Victoria and NSW (Aboriginaéah & Medical Research Council of
NSW 2007; Cultural Perspectives Pty Ltd 2005).

Table 5.2 summarises variables that showed a &gnif independent association with
reported gambling problems and strategies that teebd considered when developing policy
aimed at reducing harm associated with gambling.

Table 5.2 Correlates of gambling problems and policy imglmas for reducing gambling related
harm

Significant independent
correlates Policy implications

Multi-family households Crowded housing increasesdhance of someone being affected by another
persons gambling. High levels of overcrowding imoée communities may
undermine other efforts to reduce gambling reldizan.

Income Improving employment and educational oueemill increase disposable income,
lessen time available for gambling, and improveviddial ability to make an
informed choice. Differences in the associatiomieen income and gambling
problems in remote and non-remote areas may redifiezent policy approaches
for public health messages.

Social connectedness Places where people gather provide good exposurefamation and posters on
(participation and gambling related harm and availability of counsejlservices, and also raise
attendance at awareness about harm associated with gambling.

social/cultural events)

Community problems and Community cohesion and wellbeing programs and imga@olicing of
victim of physical or communities, while improving safety may also inseéhe community’s capacity
threatened violence to manage problems associated with gambling.

5.7 Further research

The analyses conducted as part of this report itotest the first empirical analysis of
reported gambling problems across Australia forltitigenous population. However, while
we have identified the distribution of problems ahdir correlates, we do not know what
types of problems people are experiencing and nmgpertantly, what types of activities are
associated with gambling problems. For examplepnted gambling problems in remote
regions were typically higher than non-remote ragitor Indigenous people, though it is not
known whether it is unregulated gambling (i.e. cgadnes on communities) or regulated
gambling (i.e. casino and community venues) whepleetravel to larger regional centres or
cities). This is particularly pressing given theaquiitous nature of card games in Indigenous
communities across Australia. While card games migbt pose significant monetary
problems due to small bets and the redistributibmoney from winners to the losers, the
time away from other social obligations may be peofatic. In other words, the time spent
gambling presents an opportunity cost lost fromtla@oactivity, whether in education and
training, fulfilling social obligations, caring farountry or simply spending time with family.
Our lack of knowledge is significant in this regamdeed, much more could be written about
what we do not know about the causes and consegsiesfcgambling in the Indigenous
population.
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The following list presents some pressing knowlegaps that, if filled, will go some way to
understanding the inter-relationships between peqhdigenous and non-Indigenous),
gambling, and the social and environmental contiexeghich they are embedded:

What do “gambling-related problems” specificallynest of?

In which contexts is gambling a benign or benefiativity?

What is the geographic distribution of gambling cauhes (i.e. community to
community variation)?

Which social groups within communities are mogist from problematic gambling?
What sort of gambling (i.e. cards or EGMs) are nmsblematic in different places
and why?

What are the relationships between unregulatedegulated forms of gambling?
What are the links between alcohol, violence andlgsg?

What are the causal relationships between gambdingomes and other social
variables, such as mobility, social connectednessome, crowding/housing, and
health?

What would be the most successful policy approadiatm minimisation?

What are the independent correlates of reportedotiagnproblems for remote and
non-remote regions from the 2008 NATSISS (availaib2009)?

Do items from the NLES as collected in the 2008 I$49S cluster in the same way as
they did in the 2002 NATSISS and 2004/5 NATSIHS?
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Appendix: Summary of literaturereviewed

Table Al Literature search: Indigenous specific gambling

Outcome
Authors (year) L ocation Research (type)  variables Results/Findings
Aimies (1999) Australia Policy Gambling e Harm minimisation
regulation, harm  « Assessment of current intervention strategies
minimisation - Help seeking behaviour
 Internet gambling
AH & MRC of NSW Issues paper Problem  Significant problem in many communities
NSW (2007) gambling, « Association between PG and other life stressors
treatment services « Need alternative entertainment
» Aboriginal specific gambling treatment services
Bicego (2002) NSW Health Review  Problem » Understand gender differences in treatment
(counselling) gambling; pokies « PG as social problem
Brady (2004) Australia, Review Gambling and » Downplay by anthropologists of the problematic
SA problem gambling (negative) consequences of gambling (including
cards) - problem deflation
* No gaming (EGM) licence for Nundroo
« clear distinctions between in-community and out-
of-community gambling
Brady (1998) SA - Yalata Report/ Gambling - EGMs « License for EGMs was not given
and submission to * Brought to attention the potential damage the EGM
Maralinga gaming licensee gaming could have on Indigenous communities
Cultural Victoria Policy (grey) CALD and » Poker machines most common gambling
Perspectives P/L Indigenous + Negative impact on finances, relationships and
(2005) gambling emotional well-being
» Referral to service usually through family
* Preventive care mode: community development
education
Dickerson et. al. Queensland Social impact Impact of » Problem gambling up to 15 times higher for
(1996) & Yarrabah  assessment of gambling Indigenous
EGMs (PubTAB) + 20%-25% of income on gambling in regular
gamblers
* 30% of EGM players did not gamble before the
introduction of machines
* PubTAB/EGMs in canteens associated with
reduction in revenues
Dodd (1985) Queensland Interview about Gambling » Originally not an Aboriginal practice
gambling practices + Was played for fun in the 1930’s (tobacco,
sometimes food)
Ellis (2000) Australia Indigenous Public health » Consumer protection, harm minimisation, and
gambling paradigm accountability
conference: PC » Problem gambling related to accessibility,
gambling report particularly EGMs
Foote (1996) Darwin Visual Attendance in » High percentage of Indigenous people making up
observation of various parts of casino patronage
Indigenous casino casino - EGMs + More females than males in casino
patrons » Peaks on pension weeks
Gab (2001) Australia Review Cultural » Clash between cultural beliefs to do with luck and
differences in chance and treatment that seeks to explain chance
gambling may be ineffective
Gibson & Queensland, Anthropology Social problems -« Reciprocity - The Myth. It was only relatively
Pearson (1987)  Hopevale and tradition: A gambling and recently that demand sharing began to include
modern alcohol. money for alcohol (1980's)
perspective » Sharp differences between closely located
communities with regard to drinking and gambling
culture
Goodale (1987) Northern Anthropology - Card games - » Redistribution of money in small within family
Territory - gender social mechanism group games
Tiwi Is. + Social status in the community improves with skill
of card player
* Gender - men in bigger stakes games & use
winnings to buy personal things of status or go to
town (where money often spent drinking) - women
buy food for immediate need for household
* Magic & luck used sometimes (but seen as bad if
caught using magic)
Holden (1995) Queensland Issues paper EGMs, PubTAB, < Low income but large expenditure on EGMs
(North) (grey) economic impact (especiallycf. with non-Indigenous)
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Authors (year) L ocation

Resear ch (type?)

Outcome
variables

ResultgFindings

Hunter (1993) NwW
Western
Australia

Hunter & Spargo  NW
(1988) Australia

Kinsella & Carrig SA/Australia
(1997)

Martin (1993) Cape York

McKnight (2002)  Mornington
Island

Nunkuwarrin South
Yunti (2005) Australia

NT Government  Northern
(2007) Territory

Paterson (2006) Northern
Territory

Paterson (2008) Northern
Territory

Steane et. al. Northern

Book (Chapter)

Comment and
issues

Review & context

PhD Thesis

Book (chapter)-
40 years visiting

Treatment
services & policy

Policy (grey)

Research

Research

Research

Card games,
social impact

Nutrition &
hygiene, mental
health, child
health/education

Models of
intervention

Ethnography

Ethnography

Program
effectiveness

Reduce overall
disadvantage

Ethnology - cards
in discrete
community

Gambling venue
attendance

* Reduction in alcohol sales

* No gambling for some people prior to EGMs

* EGMs-> flow of money out of community
previously stayed in with card games

» Card gambling affects child nutritio® gambling
is a direct competitor for sustenance resources

« Big money won often spent on luxury goods or
alcohol rather than food

» Higher anxiety amongst male gamblers compared
with non-gamblers

» Time spent gambling competes with other social
activities (e.g. ritual and ceremony)

* Gambling is a major drain on resources further
contributing to dependency opportunity costs

* Gambling potency lies in its ability to undermine
economic means of advancement, but also of
subsistence

* Much larger impact given the low incomes

» Should not be medicalised, as result of social and
economic situation

* Community development using workshops to
identify gambling related problems

» Education and training - need for counsellors to
have cultural awareness training

* Women more likely to gamble than men

« Card game winnings often went from women to
men and from non-drinkers to drinkers

« Alcohol was an important defining community
context in which gambling became problematic

« Main focus on drinking - small section on
gambling

» Stockman learnt games on mainland (and had
money to gamble)

* |s redistributive (though money usually spent on
grog) and accords with optimism of hunting &
gathering (i.e. expect to win/catch/gather food)

* Gambling common from 1975 onwards

* Negative - takes people away from more creative
pursuits; neglect of children (either locked in
house) or if taken then only thing for kids to tear
is gambling; complaints of lost money mean food
money not around & children go hungry; winnings
of a few hundred dollars usually spent on grog
(large wins taken to Mt Isa for booze up & less
often used for luxury item); large wins by
individual often mean large number of people have
lost all money> no food; people who do not
gamble suffer from those that do - causes tensions

* In past sharing food was of positive benefit tarall
group when living in small groups of kin, but now
hunting & gathering is subsidiary to drinking and
gambling, then indiscriminate giving & sharing
lowers standard of living> now have dual system
of “savers” & “squanderers” - savers demand share
from other savers and refuse to squanderers.

* Gambling program uses comprehensive primar7y
health care model. Individual, family, community
and institution

» Financial counselling, focus in disadvantaged areas

* $1.25 million for pornography and gambling
program over 5 years

* Investigate introduction (extension) of gambling
counselling to communities

* Research on: gambling and child safety; adequacy
& enforcement of current regulatory laws; and
potential for effective gambling counselling

* Internal regulation

« Little drinking when card games played

* Many remote residents identified in urban venue
* Sometimes run out of money - stuck in town

Phenomenology-&Qualitative research methods more suited to cross-
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Outcome

Authors (year) L ocation Research (type?)  variables ResultgFindings
(1998) Territory methods positivism cultural research
communities » Dyadic (Indigenous) verse non-dyadic (non-

Indigenous)

Impacts on time and money

Changes in social interactions and crime dispute
resolution
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Table A2 Literature search: Public health policy and treaitrservices with mention of Indigenous
and gambling but not Indigenous and/or gamblingiéige

Outcome
Authors (year) L ocation Research (type®)  variables Results/Findings
Blaszczynski et.  Australia Position paper -  Problem ¢ Harm minimisation
al. (1997) policy gambling; harm + Promote psychologist
minimisation « Education programs
* Information on odds in advertisements
* More signage in gambling establishments of the
dangers of excessive gambling
Borrell (2004) Australia Gambling - social Problem gambling « Needs to take a cultural perspective to ensure
context minimise stigmatizations associated with problem
gambling
» Social context important
Queensland Queensland General Problem gambling « Indigenous (includes South Sea Islanders) had
Govern. (2005) population survey significantly higher CPGI scores at all levels iskr
Queensland Queensland Prisons & Problem gambling « Indigenous had higher PG prevalence (14%) than
Govern.(2005) community non-Indigenous (8%) and general population (0.5%)
corrections » “card games” in communities led to low
recreational gambling prevalence (25%), but high
moderate risk gambling (33%) in remote
communities
» Note need different policy formulation because of
the social aspects of card games
DHS (2001) South Interviews, telling Youth problems » Some teenagers went with out food and clothes
Australia stories because guardian (female) playing EGMs
Gabb (2002) Australia Gambling - social Problem gambling « Need to encourage more people from ethnic and
context Indigenous population in to treatment providing
Hordacre (2007) Rural Health context, Improving « Better networks between Indigenous and non-
Australia child abuse Indigenous access Indigenous controlled health services
to health services « Long term collaboration
Hoy et. al. (1997)  NT Top Community Health, nutrition,  « Social problems including gambling associated with
End screen LBW babies poor nutrition
» High food pricing an issue, along with poor
education and employment outcomes
Hunter (2006) Australia Policy Mental health, * Interventions must ensure not to reduce agency in
social justice, Indigenous people and ultimately cause harm
welfare « Community control of services
dependency « Evidence-based programmes and policy
Williams and New South  Policy (grey) Aboriginal men’s  « Increase male employment in health sector
Kakakios (2001) Wales health + Increase male participation in primary health care

implementation
plan

» Improve access and availability of services

* Increase the number of support groups for
Aboriginal men

* Increase the number of outreach services for
Aboriginal men

* MOU between health system and AMS'’s
concerning sharing resources and better promotion
or services

* Increase use of Isolated Patients Travel and
Accommodation Assistance Scheme (IPTAAS)
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Table A3 Literature review: Indigenous specific and mengigambling

Outcome
Authors (year) L ocation Research (type®)  variables ResultgFindings
Altman & Northern Evaluation CDEP « Notes that while CDEP will allow for sociability
Johnson (2000)  Territory - some forms such as “endless” gambling are
Maningrida destructive
Austin-Broos Central Anthropology Kin-based and « Kinship now more about goods and commaodities
(2003) Australia market-based (i.e. $3$), rather than detailed knowledge and
(western societies experience about country
Arrente) * Need to consider welfare and economics at same
time as kinship
Blaszczynski et.  Australia Position paper -  Problem ¢ Harm minimisation
al. (1997) policy gambling; harm + Promote psychologist
minimisation « Education programs
¢ Information on odds in advertisements
* More signage in gambling establishments of the
dangers of excessive gambling
Borrell (2004) Australia Gambling - social Problem gambling « Needs to take a cultural perspective to ensure
context minimise stigmatizations associated with problem
gambling
« Social context important
Hordacre (2007) Australia Primary health ~ Access to primary « Poor health, alcohol and drug abuse were seen as
care care contributing child sex abuse problem, along with
social issues such as unemployment, limited
education, poor housing, gambling, and loss of
identity and control.
« Rural had better engagement between Indigenous
and non-Indigenous health care providers
Hoy et. al. (1997)  Northern  Health survey - Overall health « high rates of smoking and excessive drinking, of
Territory baseline with focus in Type preventable infections and their sequelae, and of
community Il diabetes hypertension, insulin resistance, diabetes and rena
disease
* Most morbidities were strongly associated with
identifiable risk factors, such as overweight,
smoking, excessive drinking, skin sores and scabies
all of which are amenable to modification
Hunter (2006) Australia Policy Mental health,  Interventions must ensure not to reduce agency in
social justice, Indigenous people and ultimately cause harm
welfare « Community control of services
dependency - Evidence-based programmes and policy
Hunter (2007) Australia Policy Indigenous affairse Changing policy and concepts
« Ambiguity in key concepts has led to bureaucratic
inertia
« Awareness of Indigenous agency and the potential
for policy to undermine
Kowal et. al. Northern Psychosocial, Evaluation of * Found the Negative Life Events Scale to be reliable
(2007) Territory mental health NLES scale and valid for use in Indigenous communities
 Includes gambling problems as a stressor
Schmidt et. al. Remote Mental health - Stress measured  « Higher stress later in week during more intense
(1998) Australia physiological by Urinary gambling periods
community  response epinephrine and  « High stress hormone output could mediate poor
cortisol hormone health
Sutton (2001) Australia Anthropology Indigenous « Economic improvement most likely to lead change
commentary on disadvantage in culture
policy e Cultural redevelopment needed. For example, there
has always been violence and patriarchy
« Different context means cultural practices must
change if to see improvement
Taylor (2003) Northern  Analysis of Economic, socio- « Northern Territory has a serious economic
Territory census data 96-01 demographic development problem.
« Approx. 25% of Northern Territory adult population
structurally detached from the labour market
Tonkinson (1974)  Central Ethnography Life and Law « Initiated men did not participate in gambling and
WA (1960's) discouraged it, particularly when it people gambled

instead of performing rituals associated with Law
Perceived as a threat to Law - whitefella business
and no place in Dreamtime

While men participate in drinking and gambling in
town, they condemn it in retrospect once returning
to camp - make people heads “no good” & cause to
neglect family & Law

Aboriginal men moving out of community life is no
alternative to Law & only the certainty of a
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Authors (year) L ocation Resear ch (type?)

Outcome
variables

ResultgFindings

Williams and New South Policy (grey)
Kakakios (2001) Wales

Aboriginal men’s
health
implementation
plan

numbing preoccupation with drinking, fighting &
gambling in whitefella world

« Increase male employment in health sector

* Increase male participation in primary health care

« Improve access and availability of services

¢ Increase the number of support groups for
Aboriginal men

 Increase the number of outreach services for
Aboriginal men

¢ MOU between health system and AMS’s
concerning sharing resources and better promotion
or services

« Increase use of Isolated Patients Travel and
Accommodation Assistance Scheme (IPTAAS)
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